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Page  70,  line  %for  "<?.  6.,"  mad  "  r.  50." 

167,  add  note :  *<  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 

was  reyersed  in  the  House  of  Lorda,  ISth  August,  1860." 
271,  note, /or  "  1831,"  rtad  "  1868." 
582;  line  14^  for  « JSo^"  rtad  "  £Ztof»." 
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ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  *858. 


IN 


THE   QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

IN 

EASTER     TERM, 

XXI.  VICTORIA. 

The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in   this  Term 

were: 


Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 

WiGUTMAN  J. 


Erle  J. 
Crompton  J. 


MEMORANDUM. 

h  this  Tenn,  David  Power,  Esq.,  barrister  at  law,  of 
The  Middle  Tempk,  was  appointed  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
coQDseL 


The  Reverend  Thomas  Oliver  Goodchild,  clerk,  [  7w«/ay. 

.  February  2SdJ] 

appellant,  against  The  Trustees  for  maintain-         («) 
ingy  regulatlDg  and  employing  the  Poor  of  and 
within  the  Parish  of  St.  John  at  Hackney  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  respondents. 

The  Reverend  Thomas  Davis  Lamb,  clerk,  ap- 

(a)  Tbit  teC  of  csiet  wis  omitted  in  the  preceding  volume,  for  want  of 
ee. 

E.  B.  &   E.  B 


1858. 
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pellant,  against  The  Trustees  for  maintaining, 
regulating  and  employing  the  Poor  of  and 
within  the  parish  of  St.  John  at  Hackney  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  respondents. 


The  Reverend  Thomas  Oliver  Goodchild,  clerk, 
and  The  Reverend  Tho»la.s  Davis  Lamb,  clerk, 
appellants,  against  The  Trustees  for  maintain- 
ing, regulating  and  employing  the  Poor  within 
the  parish  of  St.  John  at  Hackney  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  respondents. 


The  Reverend  Thomas  Hawkins,  clerk,  appellant, 
and  The  Churchwardens  and  Overseers  of  the 
parish  of  Lamberhurst,  in  Kent  and  Sussex, 
respondents. 


Goodchild,  appellant,  against  The  Trustees  &c., 

respondents. 

T^HIS  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court, 


by  consent  of  parties,  under  an  order  of  Coleridge  J., 
pursuant  to  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45.  8.  11* 


The  owner 

of  •  tithe 

commatation 

rent  charge, 

consthnted 

under  stat. 

6  &  7  r.  4. 

c.  7 1 .,  is  rateable  to  the  poor  in  respect  thereof,  in  analogy  to  the  principles  established  by 

stat.  6  &  7  IT.  4.  c.  96. 

The  owner  ii  entitled  to  deduct  the  expences  of  collection  (including  law  ezpences]  and 
losses  by  non-payment. 

He  is  also  entitled  to  deduct  the  poor  rate :  and  it  makes  no  diflerence,  as  to  this,  that, 
previously  to  the  making  of  the  commutation,  the  tithes  had  been  compounded  for  on  the 
principle  of  the  composition  being  paid  free  from  rates,  and  that,  in  maJung  the  commuta- 
tion, allowance  had  been  made  for  this,  under  stat  6  &  7  ff.  4.  c.  7 1.  «.  37.,  by  increasing 
the  commutation  rent  charge  accordingly. 

The  owner  is  liable,  under  stat.  18  &  19  Viet,  c.  120.  t.  161.,  to  a  General  Rate,  and  to 
a  Lighting  Rate,  although,  under  a  previous  local  Act,  the  tithe  owner  was  not  liable  to 
a  lighting  rate,  sect- 165  exempting  only  land  previously  exempt;  and  be  is  entitled,  in  the 
assessment  to  the  poor  rate,  to  a  deduction  in  respect  of  both  tncse  rates. 

But  he  is  not  luible  to  a  Sewers  Rate,  under  sect.  161,  the  tithes  not  having  been  pre- 
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In  1828  the  old  parish  of  Saint  John  at  Hackney  was  1858. 

diTided  for  certain  purposes,  but  not  including  the  rating  ""hacknet 

for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  into  three  districts :  viz.  the  ,  *"** 

parish  of  Saint  John^  the  parish  of  South  Hackney  and  °^*^^'' 

the  parish  of  West  Hackney.     After  the  division  of  the  mutation  Rent 

Charges. 

parish,  the  tithes  of  the  old  parish,  until  the  same  were 
commuted  under  The  Tithe  Commutation  Act  (6  &  7  ▼>o»»ly  ^^^ 

^  to  the  sewers* 

^  4.  c.  71.),  were  divided  amonsrst  and  received  by  the  rate,  and 

.  .  sect.  164  being 

mcumbenta  of  the  three  new  parishes  in  certain  fixed  applicable: 
proportions,  according  as  the  same  accrued  within  their  therefore  not 
rapective  limits,  and  continued  and  were  subject  to  the  ^sessment  uT 
same  rates,  charges  and  assessments  as  the  same  would  |o*a^de?Jc- 
have  been  subject  to  if  the  same  had  not  been  so  divided.  *'°" !"  respect 
The  tithes  payable  to  the  said  three  incumbents  were      Hf  \"  "°^ 

'    "^  ^  entitled  to  a 

afterwards  commuted  for  three  several  tithe  commuta-  deduction  in 

.  respect  of  the 

tion  rent  chai^ges,  payable  respectively  to  the  said  three  Land  tax. 

incumbents ;  and  which   rent  charges  became  respec-  titled  to  a 

tifely  subject  to  all  rates,  charges  and  assessments  in  res^t^oftbe 

Bkc  manner  as  the  said  tithes  commuted  for  such  rent  !!?J°*i! J"'^ 

peity  taXf 

charges  had  been  subject  before  commutation.  ^^^^  ^^  \ 

The  appellant  is  rector  of  the  new  parish  of  St  John  ;  dues. 

,  ^  .  If  be  pays 

tad  the  respondents  are  the  Trustees  of  the  Poor  acting  a  curate,  or  a 
for  the  district  contained  within  the  boundaries  of  the  district  cbapel, 

Tolantaril^,nc 
is  not  entitled 
to  Bake  anj  dednctioo  in  respect  thereof;  but,  if  such  pajment  be  legally  demandable  from 
iua  (ta  where  the  bishop  can  insist  on  the  payment  of  a  curate,  or  in  the  case  of  a  church 
butdiag  Act),  be  is  entitled  to  deduct  in  respect  thereof.  So  he  is,  if  a  curate  be  paid 
becaoK,  owioff  to  the  magnitude  of  the  core,  it  is  impossible  for  Uie  owner  of  the  rent 
(Wfe  to  discbarge  the  ministerial  duties  without  such  assistance.  But  the  owner  is  not 
•titled  to  any  <lednction  in  respect  of  his  own  personal  services. 

He  n  not  entitled  to  deduct  sums  paid  to  the  Governors  of  Qoeen  Jmu**  Bounty  in 
^liilM'ma  of  interest  and  part  principal  of  money  borrowed  by  him,  under  itats.  17  G.  3. 
e.  63.  and  1  ft  2  VkL  e.  33.,  for  rebuilding  his  parsonage  house. 

fV  Lord  Campbeli  C.  J.,  ErU  and  CnmpUm  Js.,  dissentiente  CoUridfe  J.,  an  additional 
«n  ftr  tenants*  proliti  should  be  deducted,  only  if  there  be  any  such  necessary  to  induoe  a 
tcMst,  after  allowance  for  collection,  bad  debu  and  law  ezpenoes,  to  take  the  rent  charge : 
i*d  this  is  a  qnestion  of  fact  for  the  Sessions.  .  , 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  amount  must  be  ascertained  as  that  at  which  a  tenant  might 
xeiinably  be  expected  to  take  the  rated  property  from  year  to  year. 

B  2 
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1858.        ^'^  parish  of  St  John,  under  the  provisions  of  two  local 
Acts  of  Parliament,  viz.  4  G.  3.  c.  43.  (a)  and  50  G.  3. 


Hacknet 

and  c.  cxc.  (b).     (Thesc  Acts  formed  part  of  the  case.) 

HUR8T  On  23d  April,  1856,  a  poor  rate  was  made  for  the  old 

muution  R«nt  parish  of  St.  John  at  Hackney  by  the  respondents.  It 
*«•?©■•  was  thus  intituled :  "  A  poor  rate  or  assessment  of  1 6rf. 
in  the  pound,  made,  rated  and  assessed  on  Wednesday 
the  23d  day  oi  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1856,  by 
the  Trustees  of  the  Poor  of  the  parish  of  St,  John  at 
Hackney  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  pursuant  to  an  Act" 
&c.  (50  G.  3.  c.  cxc),  "and  also  in  pursuance  of  an 
Act"  &c.  (6  &  7  W^.  4.  c.  96.,  the  Parochial  Assessment 
Act),  "  upon  all  and  every  person  and  persons  who 
inhabit,  hold  or  occupy  any  land,  house,  shop,  ware- 
house or  other  building,  tenement  and  hereditament 
within  the  said  parish,  according  to  the  annual  rent  or 
value  of  all  such  messuages,  shops,  warehouses,  lands, 
tenements  and  hereditaments,  respectively,  for  the  relief, 
maintenance,  lodging  and  employment  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  parish  for  the  current  half  year,  and  for  the 
payment  of  any  interest  or  of  any  annuities  chargeable 
on  the  poor  rate  of  the  said  parish,  or  for  the  repayment 
of  any  principal  moneys  which  shall  be  due  from  the 
said  parish,  and  for  the  discharge  of  all  other  expences 
of  the  said  parish  not  provided  for  by  any  other  Act  or 
Acts  of  Parliament  relating  to  the  said  parish,  for  six 
months  commencing  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  1856." 

(a)  "  For  maintaining,  regulating,  and  employing  the  poor  within  the 
parish  of  St,  John  at  Hackney^  m  the  county  of  Middlenxi  and  for  lighting 
the  said  parish,  and  establishing  a  regular  nightly  watch  therein." 

(6)  Local  and  personal,  public:  "To  alter,  amend  and  enlarge  the 
powers  of  so  mach  of  an  Act,  passed  in  the  fourth  year  of  His  present 
Majesty,  as  relates  to  the  maintaining,  regulating  and  employing  the  poor 
within  the  parish  of  .S^^.  John  at  Hacknty,  in  the  county  of  MukiUsex."'' 
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1858.  agreement  between  the  parties,  or  in  such  way  as  the 

Hackxkt  ~  Court  shall  direct,  in  case  it  should  be  rendered  neces- 

«nd  gj^.y  jn  consequence  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon 

Hu»8T  this  case. 

THheCofD- 

■attioDReot        In  the  three  years  preceding  1856,  expences  were 

Ckarget. 

incurred  in  collecting  the  said  rent  charge,  amounting, 
in  the  aggregate,  to  4SL  Ss.  6dL,  48iL  2«.,  and  47L  I4i., 
respectively,  shewing  an  average  of  48/.  I^.  6{L  per 
annum.  Of  this  average  the  sum  of  4^  was  the  average 
of  law  expences ;  and  the  residue  was  paid  to  the  col- 
lector for  his  time  and  trouble  in  getting  in  the  rent 
charge  by  one  collection  in  the  year. 

An  average  annual  loss  of  5L  from  non-payment  has 
also  been  suffered  by  the  appellant. 

The  appellant  contends  that  a  tenant,  desirous  of 
taking  a  demise  of  the  rent  charge  of  St  John  at 
Hackney  for  the  year  1856,  would  have  taken  these 
facts  into  consideration,  and  formed  an  estimate  higher 
than  the  above  average  sums  of  48/.  Is.  6d.  and  5L  But 
(if  it  shall  be  the  opinion  of  the  Court  that  the  appel- 
lant is  entitled  to  deductions  in  respect  of  losses,  law 
and  other  expences,  or  any  of  them)  it  is  agreed  that, 
at  the  time  when  the  poor  rate  of  April  1856,  appealed 
against,  was  calculated,  the  probable  expences  of  the 
appellant  in  collecting  and  gathering  in  the  said  rent 
charge  in  the  year  1856,  other  than  law  expences,  might 
on  the  above  facts  have  been  fairly  estimated  at  44/., 
and  his  probable  law  expences  for  the  said  year  in  en- 
forcing the  payment  of  the  same  at  4/L,  and  his  probable 
losses  for  the  same  vear  at  5L 

The  present  parish  of  St.  John  at  Hackney,  of  which 
the  appellant  was  instituted  rector  in  1839,  and  of  which 
he  still  is  rector,  and  which  is,  as  aforesaid,  a  division  of 
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the  ancient  parish  of  St  John  at  Hackney,  contained,  in        1858. 
the  last  Parliamentary  census,  a  population  of  14,304      Hacknby 
sools.  ,  ^^ 

Lamber- 

Thcre  is,  besides  the  parish  church,  a  district  church        hurbt 

.  /  Tithe  Com- 

er chapel  situated  If  miles  from  the  mother  church,  and  moution  Rent 

boilt  for  the  use  of  the  parishioners  of  a  district  of  the  ^'^^' 

said  parish,  containing  5549  souls.  The  appellant  em- 
ploys one  curate,  at  a  salary  of  160/.  per  annum,  and 
also  pays  50iL  towards  the  support  of  a  minister  for  the 
church  or  chapel  before  mentioned. 

The  estimated  and  usual  rates  and  taxes  payable  by 
the  appellant  for  the  year  1856,  in  respect  of  the  said 
tithe  rent  charge,  were  as  follows. 

Land  tax £17  10    0 

Property  ux 46  13    4 

Rates   (other  than  the   General   Rate, 
Lighting  Rate  and  Sewers  Rate,  here- 
inafter mentioned)        •        •        .  87  10    0 
In  1856,  the  appellant  was  rated  in  sums  respectively 
amoonting  to  282.  13i.  4(/.,  26L  58.,  and  17/.  10^.,  to  the 
General  Rate,  Lighting  Rate  and  Sewers  Rate,  in  res- 
pect of  his  tithe  rent  charge,  by  an  assessment  made  by 
rirtue  of  a  precept  made  by  the  Hackney  District  Board, 
Quder  the  provisions  of  stat  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.     He 
has  appealed  against  these  rates:  and  the  appeal  has, 
by  consent,  been  referred  to  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  on  a  case  stated  under  the  provisions 
of  Stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45.  s.  1 1. 

1£  the  Court  shall  decide  that  the  appellant  was  liable 
to  be  rated  to  the  said  General  Rate,  Lighting  Rate  and 
Sewers  Rate,  or  any  thereof,  then  it  was  agreed  that 
such  sum  or  sums  as  he  shall  be  liable  for  in  respect  of 
the  said  rates,  or  any  of  them,  shall  also  be  considered 
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1868.        part  of  the  usual  rates  and  taxes  payable  by  the  appel- 
Hackubt""  ^^^  ^^  respect  of  the  said  tithe  rent  charge  for  the  year 

TiSe^m-        ^^^  appellant  was  liable,  as  rector,  to  Ecclesiastical 
aiitetioii  Rwi  dues  for  the  said  y^ar  1856,  to  the  amount  of  2/. ;  and 
to  Tenths,  to  the  amount  of  21.  \2s.  6d. 

The  tithes  of  the  said  new  parish  of  St.  John  at 
Hackney,  before  commutation,  had  been  compounded 
for  on  the  principle  of  the  composition  being  paid  free 
from  all  rates,  charges  and  assessments,  including  poor 
rate ;  and  the  assistant  Commissioner,  who  presided  at 
the  commutation,  had  regard  to  that  circumstance ;  and, 
under  the  provisions  of  sect.  37  of  The  Tithe  Commuta- 
tion Act  {6  &  7  W.  4.  c.  71.)}  made  an  addition  to  the 
average  annual  amount  of  the  said  compositions.  The 
amount  added  in  respect  of  poor  rate  was  based  on  an 
average  of  the  poor  rates  during  the  seven  years  pre- 
ceding, and  was  fixed  at  3i.  in  the  pound  per  annum. 
The  poor  rate  now  appealed  against  is  a  half-year's  rate 
of  Is.  4d,  in  the  pound,  there  being  two  poor  rates  levied 
in  the  parish  in  the  year.  The  poor  rates  in  the  parish 
have  not  amounted  to  3i.  in  the  pound  in  any  year  since 
the  said  commutation. 

The  appellant  claims  to  be  entitled,  in  order  to  arrive 
at  the  gross  estimated  rental  of  his  said  rent  charge 
within  the  meaning  of  stat.  6  &  7  W.4.  c.  96.,  to  reduce 
the  gross  sum  of  921/.  13«.  9c/.,  the  amount  receivable 
for  the  year  1856,  as  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  the  said 
tithe  rent  charge,  by  the  following  of  the  sums  above 
mentioned :  viz. 

Estimated  losses  by  non-payment        .         £5     0    0 

Estimated  law  expences  in  enforcing  pay- 
ment     ......  400 
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Estimated  ^xpences  of  collection  (other  1858. 

than  as  above)        •         .         •         •         £44  0     0     hackubt 

Land  tax 17  10  0      , .!?! 

Property  tax      •        •        .        .        .  46  13  4 

Rates  other  than  General  Bate,  Lighting  '"'^i^^^J^ 

Rate  and  Sewers  Rate    .        •        •  87  10  0 

General  Rate,  2SL  18i.  4dl ;    Lighting 
Rate,  262.  &•;    and    Sewera    Rate, 
17iL  lOf. ;  or  so  much  theeeof  respec- 
tifdij  as  the  appelluit  it  liaUe  to    •         72     8    4 
The  appellant  also  claims  to  be  entitled,  in  ascertain- 
ing the  gross  estimated  rental  of  his  said  rent  charge,  to 
a  farther  redaction  as  above  mentioned  in  respect  of  the 
profit  which  a  tenant  fanning  or  renting  the  said  rent 
charge  from  year  to  year  would  reasonably  consider  to 
be  an  adequate  inducement  to  him  to  take  a  demise  of 
such  rent  charge  from  year  to  year,  he  having  to  pay 
such  rent  in  full,  and  having  to  calculate  the  rent  charges 
tccording  to  such  averages  in  each  year,  and  collect  the 
same  by  two  collections  in  the  year.     If  the  Court  shall 
be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  such  last 
mentioned  reduction,  then  it  is  agreed  that  the  sum  to 
be  deducted  from  the  gross  amount  of  the  rent  charge 
m  reelect  thereof  shall  be  the  sum  of  92L 

And  the  appellant  also  claims  to  be  entitled,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  his  said 
lent  charge  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Act,  or 
otherwise,  to  reduce  the  sum,  so  to  be  ascertained  as 
the  gross  estimated  rental  thereof,  by  the  following  of 
the  above  mentioned  sums : 

Tenths £2  12    6 

Ecclesiastical  does     •        •        •        •  2    0    0 

Curate's  salary 160    0    0 
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1858.  Amount  paid  towards  the  salary  of  the 

Haokvet  minister   of   the   district   church    or 

I^B^.  "l"*!*! £50    0    0 

HUMT  An(j  by  g  gmu  for  his  personal  services  as  officiating 

Tithe  Con*  * 

motadoB  Rent  minister  of  the  said  parish  for  the  year  1856.  This 
sum  it  is  agreed  to  estimate  at  lOOL,  in  case  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  this 
reduction. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  is 
entitled  to  reduce  the  gross  sum  so  receivable  in  respect 
of  the  said  rent  charge  for  the  year  1856  by  the  sums 
above  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  but  not  in  such  man- 
ner as  above  claimed  by  him  with  respect  to  the  estima- 
tion of  the  gross  estimated  rental  or  otherwise,  the 
appellant  claims  to  make  such  reductions,  either  before 
or  after  ascertaining  the  gross  estimated  rental,  in 
accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

The  respondents,  besides  contending  generally  that 
the  appellant  is  not  over  rated  on  any  of  the  grounds 
by  him  above  suggested,  or  entitled  to  the  deductions 
above  claimed,  contend  that  the  deductions  claimed  by 
the  appellant  in  respect  of  tenths,  ecclesiastical  dues, 
curate's  salary,  payment  towards  minister's  salary,  and 
personal  services,  as  above  mentioned  (if  allowable  at 
all),  should  not  be  deducted  in  full  from  the  amount  of 
the  tithe  rent  charge,  but  in  such  proportion  only  as  the 
tithe  rent  charge  bears  to  the  whole  of  the  emoluments 
enjoyed  by  the  appellant  as  rector. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is : 

Whether,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  gross 
estimated  rental  and  rateable  value  of  the  said  tithe  rent 
charge,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  have  the  gross  sum 
receivable  in  respect  thereof  for  the  year  1856  reduced 
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by  any,  and  (if  any)  by  which,  of  the  items  set  out  in 
the  case  by  which  he  claims  to  redace  the  same. 

(Judgment   to   be  entered  in  conformi^  with   the 
decision  of  the  Court) 


Lamb,  appellaut,  againtt  The  Trustees  &C.9  respondents. 

This  was  also  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this 
Court,  by  consent  of  justices,  under  an  order  of 
Coleridge  J.,  pursuant  to  stat.  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45. 1.  11. 
It  arose  upon  the  same  rate  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  preceding  case;  and  the  statement  differed  from  tliat 
of  the  preceding  in  the  following  particulars  only. 

The  appellant  is  rector  of  the  new  Church  of  West 
Hackney:  and  he  was  thus  assessed. 


OroM  esti- 
mated rental. 

Rateable 

valae. 

Rate  at  U.  id. 

Hoaie 

£ 
60 

£ 

50 

£     s,     dU 
3    6     8 

Field 

6 

5 

6     8 

Tithe  commtttation  rent  charge 

230 

180 

12    0    0 

1858. 

Hackhbt 
Mid 

LiJIBXA- 
HUR8T 

Tithe  Com- 

matation  Rent 

Chargea. 


He  made  no  objection  to  the  assessment  in  respect  of 
his  house  and  field,  but  appealed  to  the  respondents 
against  the  assessment  in  respect  of  his  tithe  rent  charge 
as  excessive.  The  rate  was  confirmed,  and  notice  of 
appeal  given,  as  in  the  preceding  case. 

The  amount  for  which  the  tithes  payable  to  the 
rector  of  the  parish  of  IVest  Hackney,  of  which  the 
appellant  is  rector,  were  commuted  was  2562.  3^.  This 
amount  is  subject  to  fluctuation  according  to  the  average 
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1858.        price  of  com  under  the  provisions  of  the  Tithe  Comniu- 

Haoknby      totion   Acts,     The  amount  actually  receivable  for  the 

and   ^      yggj.  1856,  according  to  the  corn  averages  applicable  to 

^  H'^ajT        the  same,  was  the  sum  of  240/.  IO5.  lOrf.,  payable  by 

matition  Rent  half-yearly  payments,  as  provided  by  the  Tithe   Com- 

mutation  Acts. 

The  case  stated,  in  terms  similar  to  those  of  the  pre- 
ceding case,  that  the  appellant,  as  rector,  enjoyed  other 
emoluments,  to  be  ascertained  by  agreement  or  as  the 
Court  should  direct 

In  the  three  years  preceding  1856,  expences  in  col- 
lecting the  said  rent  charge  were  incurred,  and  losses 
from  non.payment  suffered,  by  him,  amounting  in  the 
aggregate  to  272.  6^.  2dL,  27/.  Os.  5d.^  and  44/.  2^.  10^., 
respectively,  shewing  an  average  of  S2L  \6s»  5^  Of 
this  average  the  sum  of  13L  7s,  8^.  was  the  average  of 
losses ;  and  the  sum  of  7L  Os.  5^<L  was  the  average  of 
law  expences ;  and  the  residue  was  paid  to  the  collector 
for  his  time  and  trouble  in  getting  in  the  rent  charge  by 
one  collection  in  the  year. 

The  appellant  contends  that  a  tenant  desirous  of 
taking  a  demise  of  the  rent  charge  of  fFest  Hacknet/  for 
the  year  1856  would  have  taken  these  facts  into  con- 
adenttion,  and  formed  an  estimate  higher  than  the 
above  average  sum  of  32/.  16&  5^d.  But  it  is  agreed 
(if  it  shall  be  the  opinion  of  the  Court  that  the  appellant 
is  entitled  to  deductions  in  respect  of  losses,  law  and 
other  expences,  or  any  of  them)  that,  at  the  time  when 
the  poor  rate  of  April  1856  appealed  against  was  calcu- 
lated, the  probable  expences  of  the  appellant  in  collect- 
ing  and  gathering  in  the  said  rent  charge  in  the  year 
1856,  other  than  law  expences,  might  on  the  above  facts 
have  been  fiuriy  estimated  at  12/.  lOs.,  and  his  probable 
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law  expcnces  for  the  said  jear,  in  enforcing  the  payment        1858. 
of  the  same,  at  the  sum  of  7i,  and  bb  probable  losses      haokhit 

for  the  same  year  at  the  sura  of  14/.  ,  •«><* 

"^  Lambse- 

Tbe  present  parish  of  fFest  Hackney,  of  which  the        hubbt 

•       •  1    T»  THlw  Com* 

appellant  was  instituted  Rector  in  1846,  contained,  at   muution  Rent 

the  last  parliamentary  census,  a  population  of  18,732 

souls. 

There  is,  besides  the  parish  church,  a  chapel  of  ease, 
situated  one  mile  and  a  half  from  the  mother  church. 
The  appellant  employs  a  curate  at  a  aalary  of  105L  per 
annum. 

The  estimated  and  usual  rates  and  taxes  payable  by 
the  appellant  for  the  year  1856,  in  respect  of  the  said 
tithe  rent  chai]ge,  were  as  follows : 

Land  tax £5     5     0 

Property  tax 12     0     0 

Rates  (other  than  the  General  Rate,, 
Lighting  Rate  and  Sewers  Rate,  here- 
inafter mentioned)  •        •        •        24    0    0 


£41     5    0 

The  case  then  stated,  like  the  preceding  case  (mutatis 
mutandis),  that  in  1856  the  appellant  was  n^ted  at 
4i  10j.,3i  15j.,and  2£  8i.,to  The  General  Rate^  Light- 
ing Rate,  and  Sewers  Rate,  respectively,  in  respect  of 
his  tithe  rent  charge;  and  that  he  had  appealed,  and  the 
appeal  had  been  referred  to  this  Court  under  stat. 
12  &  13  VicL  c.  45.  «.  11.  And  that,  if  it  should  be 
decided  that  be  was  liable  to  any  of  these,  the  sums  for 
which  he  should  be  liable  should  be  considered  part  of 
the  usual  rates  and  taxes  payable  by  him  in  respect  of 
the  tithe  rent  charge  for  1866. 
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1858.  The  appellant  paid  in  1856,  after  the  making  of  the 

Hackney      ^^   ^^^^»  ^^^  ^""^   ^^  ^^^  ^^*-  ^^'  ^^^  ^^^^  Fruits   in 

Lambbb-      '■^P^^  of  the  living,  to  which  he  was  instituted  in  1846. 

^^™^        The  appellant  was  liable,  as  rector,  to  tenths,  for  the 

TiCM  Con* 

«n««*«wttR«nt  year  1856,  to  the  amount  of  1/.  0*.  6rf. 

The  case  then  stated  the  principle  of  the  composition 
of  the  tithes  of  West  Hackney^  as  in  the  former  case  is 
stated  with  respect  to  the  tithes  of  St  John's. 

The  appellant  claims  to  be  entitled,  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain the  gross  estimated  rental  of  his  said  rent  charge 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  to 
reduce  the  gross  sum  of  240L  lOs.  lOdL,  the  amount 
receivable  for  the  year  1856,  in  respect  of  the  said  tithe 
rent  charge,  by  the  following  of  the  sums  above  men- 
tioned: viz. 

Elstimated  losses  by  non-payment       .         £14     0     0 
Estimated  law  expences  in  enforcing  pay- 
ment         7     0     0 

Estimated  expences  of  collection  (other 

than  law  expences)  .         .         •         12  10     0 

Land  Tax 5     5     0 

Property  Tax  .         .         .         .         12     0     0 

Rates  other  than  General  Rate,  Lighting 

Rate  and  Sewers  Rate  .         .         24     0     0 

General  Rate  4/.  10^.,  Lighting  Rate 
3/.  15^.,  and  Sewers  Rate  2/.  5s. ;  or  so 
much  thereof  respectively  as  the  ap- 
pellant  is  liable  to  .         .         ,         10  10     0 

The  case  then  stated  the  appellant's  claim,  as  in  the 
preceding  case,  to  a  reduction  in  respect  of  tenant's 
profits:  and  it  was  agreed  that,  if  he  should  be  so 
entitled,  the  amount  of  the  reduction  should  be  24t 
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He  further  claimed  to  have  the  assessment  reduced  as        1858. 
follows :  Hacknst 

Tenths £10    6      jj^^,^^ 

Fin*  Fruits 10  16     6     ^.- cL- 

Curate's  Salary  .         .         .         .        105     0    0  ""^f^j^"  ^"' 

And  bj  a  sum  for  his  personal  services  as  officiating 
minister  of  the  said  parish  for  the  year  1856.  This  sum 
it  was  agreed  to  estimate  at  10021,  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  the  rcduc- 
tioo. 

The  case  concluded    (mutatis   mutandis)  in    terms 
similar  to  those  of  the  preceding  case. 


GooDCHiLD  and  Lamb,  appellants,  against  Thb 

Trustees  && 

This  was  also  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this 
Coart,   by    consent   of   parties,    under    an    order    of 
Coleridge  J.,  pursuant  to  stat  12  &  13  Victjc.  45.  8,  11. 

Under  the  provisions  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Man- 
agement Act,  1855  (18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.),  and  in  obe- 
dience to  a  precept  made  on  the  respondents  by  the 
Hackney  District  Board  of  Works  acting  in  pursuance  of 
that  Act,  separate  pound  rates  for  the  Lighting,  Seweni, 
and  General  Rates  were  made  by  the  respondents  on 
the  12th  Mag  1856. 

These  rates  or  assessments  were  all  headed  by  one 
general  heading  in  the  Ibllowing  words:  ^*  Separate 
poimd  rates  or  Asaessments  at  4d,  4d.  and  $d.  in  the 
pound  respectively  made,  rated  and  assessed,  on  Tuemlag 
the  20th  day  of  Mag  a.  d.  1856,  by  the  Trustees  of  the 


1858. 


LlNBBS- 

Titbo 
mnutio 
CbugM. 
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Poor  of  the  Parish  of  St  JtAn  at  Hachwtf,  in  the  county  of 
'MiddleteXt^msKOiM  total  ActofFaTliameDtinade"&c.(50 
G.  3.  c.  cxc  (a)  ),  also  in  pursuance  of  an  Act"  &c.  (6  &  7 
W.  4.  c.  96.,  the  Parochial  Asseesment  Act),  "  and  also 
H^t  in  pursuance  of  an  Act"  &c  (18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.,  «  For 
the  better  local  management  of  the  Metropolis'^,  "  upon 
all  and  evciy  person  and  persons  who  inhabit,  hold  or 
occupy  any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  or  other  build- 
ing, tenement  and  hereditaments,  within  the  said  parish, 
according  to  the  annual  rent  or  Talue  of  all  such  tnee- 
Buagea,  shops,  warehouseB,  lands,  tenements  and  here- 
ditaments, respectively,  for  the  sewerage  and  drainage, 
and  the  paving,  cleannog,  lighting  and  improvements 
within  the  stud  parish,  in  pursuance  of  a  certain  call, 
precept  or  demand  made  upon  the  said  Trustees  of  the 
Poor  of  the  Parish  of  Si.  John  at  Hackney,  by  the 
Hachtey  District  Board  of  Works.  Dated  the  20tb  day 
of  Afay,  1856." 

In  the  rate  the  appellants  were  assessed  as  follows. 


^^. 

0™™1R.«. 

Ughlbig  RiU. 

SCWB.R.U. 

Mo. 

i 

lutB  a  Id. 

InUKpouiHl. 

KUeUM. 

RmU  UM. 

^Bt, 

nta.  Oliver.. 

llD 

A    :  d. 

£    t.    i. 

v,t 

'uJj^X^ 

HO 

700 

„,.  . 

u,.  . 

8  It    9 

KM 

'T^iSr.-.riT. 

a-M 

m 

... 

... 

OO^^Sn^ 

m 

!l» 

... 

... 

... 
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The  8I1III8  which  are  named  in  the  columns  headed        1858. 

•*  Groas  estimated   Rental,*  and  "  Net  rateable  value,**  Hacknbt 

respectively,  are  taken  from   the   then   last   poor  rate,  t^*"** 

which  was  made  on  the  parish,  on  23d  of  April  1856,  ^.^^^ 

*  '  r  *      Tithe  Com- 

ind  against  which  poor  rate  the  appellants  in  this  case  mutation  Rent 
nave  respectively  appealed,  as  being  excessive.      The 
three  rates,  with  reference  to  which  the  present  case  is 
stated,  were  duly  allowed  and  published. 

The  appellants  appealed  to  the  respondents,  under 
the  provisions  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.,  and  two  local  Acts^a),  4  G.  3. 
e.  43.,  and  50  G.  3.  c  czc.,  which  regulate  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  respondents  as  trustees  of  the  poor  for  the 
parish  of  St  John  at  Hackney. 

The  respondents  entertained  the  appeal,  but  dismissed 
the  same,  confirming  the  rates.  From  this  decision  the 
appellants  appealed  to  the  Middlesex  quarter  sessions. 
Notices  of  appeal  were  duly  given  and  served :  and  the 
present  case  is  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Qoeens  Bench  under  stat  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45.  $•  11. 
(It  was  agreed  that  the  local  Acts  before  referred  to 
dould  accompany  and  form  part  of  this  case.) 

In  1828  the  old  parish  of  St  John  at  Hackney  vtbb 
divided,  for  certain  purposes,  but  not  including  the 
nting  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  into  three  districts: 
viz.  the  parish  of  Si.  John,  the  parish  of  South  Hackney, 
and  the  parish  of  West  Haekmey.  The  tithes  of  the 
original  parish  were,  on  its  division  into  three  parishes, 
apporticmed  amongpt  the  incumbents  of  those  parishes 
in  certain  proportions,  but  retained  in  the  hands  of  such 
incumbents  all  the  liabilities  and  incidents  to  which 
tbey  were  subject   when  united  in  the  hands  of  the 

(a)  Ante,  p.  4. 
B.  B.  &  B.  C 
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1858.  rectors  of  the  original  undivided  parish.     The  appellant, 

Hackney  "^^^  Reverend  T.  O.  Goodchild,  is  rector  of  the  new 

LamLm-  P^^s*^  ^f  'S'^-  •^^^^  ;   a"^  t^®  appellant,  The  Reverend 

BURST  Thomas  Davis  Lamb^  is  rector  of  the  parish  of  fVest 

Tithe  Com-  *  ^ 

mutation  Rent   Hackney. 

Charges.  , 

The  tithes  of  the  new  parish  of  St  John  were,  m  the 
year  1842,  commuted,  under  the  Tithe  Commutation 
Act  (a),  at  98U  10^.;  and  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of 
West  Hackney  were,  on  the  23d  day  oi  February ^  1843, 
commuted,  under  the  said  Act,  at  256/.  35. 

1.  With  regard  to  the  Sewers  Rate. 

The  tithes  commuted  for  the  said  rent  charges  respect- 
ively were  never,  before  the  division  of  the  old  parish 
above  mentioned,  assessed  to  Sewers  Rate.  After  the 
division  of  the  said  parish,  neither  the  tithes,  nor  the 
tithe  commutation  rent  charges  for  which  the  tithes  were 
commuted,  were  ever,  until  October  1850,  assessed  to 
Sewers  Rate.  In  that  month  the  tithe  rent  charges  of 
the  appellants  were  respectively,  for  the  first  time,  rated 
to  Sewers  Rate  by  the  Commissioners  under  the  first 
commission  issued  after  the  passing  of  the  General 
Sewer  Act,  11  &  12  Vict  c.  112.  The  rates  so  imposed 
were  paid  by  the  present  appellants  under  protest. 

The  commission  issued  on  1st  January y  1849. 

At  and  previously  to  that  time,  it  was  not  the  practice 
of  the  then  existing  commissions  or  Commissioners  of 
Sewers,  whose  jurisdiction  extended  over  the  sewerage 
districts  including  the  parishes  of  which  the  appellants 
are  respectively  incumbents,  to  assess  tithes  or  tithe  rent 
charge  to  the  Sewers  Rate. 

In  or  about  1852,  one  of  the  present  appellants,  The 
Rev.  Thomas  Davis  Lamb^  being  assessed  to  the  Sewers 

(a)  6^7  fr.  4.  e.  71. 
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Rate  in  respect  of  the  tithe  commatatioD  rent  charge,        1858. 
appealed  to  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers,      Hacknbt 
appointed  and    acting  nnder   the   provisions   of  stat,      lam°ber- 
11  &  12  Viet  c,  112.  last  referred  to,  against  the  assess-     TiSeCom- 
ment.     The  case  was  argued  before  them ;   and  they   mutation  Rent 
dedded  in  favour  of  the  appellant.     (The  case  stated 
the  announcement  of  this  decision  to  the  appellant :  the 
respondents  objected  to  the  statement  of  the  appeal  being 
introdoced.     On  this  nothing  eventually  turned.) 

The  tithes  of  the  new  parish  of  St.  John  at  Hackney, 
and  of  fFest  Hackney,  before  commutation,  had  been 
compounded  for  on  the  principle  of  the  compositions 
being  paid  free  from  all  rates,  charges  and  assessments ; 
and  compositions  been  paid  on  that  principle ;  and  the 
aadstant  commissioner,  who  presided  at  the  commuta- 
tion, having  regard  to  that  circumstance,  under  the 
proviflions  of  the  d7th  section  of  the  Tithe  Commutation 
Act  (amongst  other  additions  for  rates  and  assessments) 
made^  on  account  of  such  Sewer  Rate,  an  addition  of 
U,  in  the  pound  to  the  average  annual  amount  of  the 
8ud  compositions  payable  in  the  said  parishes  of  St.  John 
and  Wiest  Hackney,  as  an  equivalent. 

The  Sewers  Rate  levied  in  the  original  parish  of  St. 
John  at  Hackney,  both  before  and  after  its  division,  was, 
before  the  passing  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  (except  as  to  a  small  portion), 
imposed  on  the  said  parish  as  a  district  by  itself  for  the 
porpose  of  maintaining  the  then  existing  watercourses 
and  sewers  according  to  the  general  laws  then  in  force 
relating  to  sewers. 

The  rate  now  appealed  against  is  imposed,  for  the 
purposes  authorized  by  staU  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.,  on 
the  area  comprised  within  the  original  parish  of  Hackney, 

c  2 
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1858.  as  part  of  the  Hackney  District ;  which,  as  defined  by 
Hackney  ^^^t  Act,  comprises  the  original  parish  of  St  John 
Lamber.      *^  Hachuy^  and   also    the   parish   of   St.  Mary  Stoke 

""*Sl^ll^       2dly.  As  regards  the  Lighting  Rate. 

Previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.),  the  appellants 
never  were  assessed  to  the  Lighting  Rate  in  respect  of 
their  tithe  commutation  rent  charge.  Neither  were  the 
tithes,  for  which  the  rent  charges  were  commuted,  ever 
assessed  to  lighting  rates.  The  parish  was  lighted  under 
the  provisions  of  the  local  Acts  before  referred  to  (a). 

3dly.  With  respect  to  the  General  Rate. 

The  appellants,  before  the  coming  into  operation  of 
sut.  18  &  19  Fict.  c.  120.  (which  provides  by  the 
General  Rate,  amongst  other  things,  for  the  objects  of 
the  former  highway  rate),  were  respectively  rated  to  the 
Highway  Rate  in  respect  of  the  said  tithes  and  tithe 
rent  charges. 

The  respondents,  besides  contending  that  the  appel- 
lants were  liable  to  the  said  Sewers  Rate,  l^ighting  Rate, 
and  General  Rate,  respectively,  and  were  duly  assessed, 
contend  that,  if  the  appellants  or  either  of  them  were 
entided  to  exeioaption  from  all  or  any  of  the  said  rates, 
or  to  a  reduction  of  the  amounts  assessed,  their  proper 
remedy  was  not  by  appeal  to  the  respondents,  as  before 
mentioned,  or  to   the  quarter  sessions,  and   that   the 

(«)  Bj  stai.  4  G.  a.  c  43.  «.  10.  the  trustees  were  empowered  to  make 
a  ''tmte  or  awemncnt  for  lighting  the  said  parish,  and  maintainmg  a 
nightlj  watch  in  the  same,  which  last  mentiottod  rate  shall  be  raised  b? 
waj  of  poand  rate,  out  exceeding  in  anjr  one  jear  one  shilling  and  three- 
pence in  the  poond  apon  and  aooording  to  the  annual  or  improred  rent  or 
Tulne  of  all  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  coach  houses,  stables,  and  other 
bukfiugs  within  the  said  parish.'* 
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respondents  and  the  quarter  sessions  respectively  bad  1868. 

no  jurisdiction  over  or  with  respect  to  the  said  rates.  Hacknkt 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are :  Lambbr- 

1.  Whether  the  respondents  had  jurisdiction,  under  j  "jj^'^^^^j^ 
the  provisions  of  the  said  Acts  or  otherwise,  to  entertain  mutation  Rent 

Charges. 

the  said  appeals. 

2.  In  case  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the 
respondents  had  such  jurisdiction,  whether  the  appel- 
lants, or  either  of  them,  are  liable  to  be  rated  to  the 
said  Sewers  Rate  in  respect  of  their  tithe  commutation 
rent  charges,  and,  if  so,  to  what  proportion  (if  any)  less 
than  the  whole  of  their  net  annual  value. 

3.  Whether  the  appellants  (both  or  either  of  them) 
are  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  said  Lighting  Rate  in 
respect  to  their  said  rent  charges. 

4.  Whether  the  appellants  (both  or  either  of  them) 
are  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  said  General  Rate  in  respect 
of  their  said  rent  charges. 

It  is  agreed  that,  if  the  Court  shall  decide  that  the 
appellants  or  either  of  them  are  liable  to  be  rated  to  the 
ttid  several  rates  or  any  of  them,  the  amounts  at  which 
the  appellants  respectively  shall  be  rateable  in  respect 
of  sach  rates  or  rate  shall  be  ascertained  by  the  decision 
of  the  Court  upon  two  cases  respectively  stated  and  now 
.pending  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the  amount 
at  which  the  appellants  respectively  are  rateable  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  the  said  tithe  rent 
charges. 

(Judgment  to  be  entered  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  in 
coaformity  with  the  decision  of  the  Court) 
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1858. 

Hackmet 

and 
Lamber- 

HUR8T 

Tithe  Com- 

muUtiofi  Rent 

Charges. 


Hawkins,  appellant,  against  The  Churchwardens  and 
Overseers  of  Lanbbrhurst,  respondents. 

This  was  a  case  stated  by  consent  of  parties,  and  order 
of  Wightman  J.,  under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45.  s,  11., 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

The  appellant  is  vicar,  and  the  respondents  are 
churchwardens  and  overseers,  of  the  poor,  of  the  parish 
of  Lamberhurst^  in  the  counties  of  Kent  and  Sussex. 

On  3d  February^  1857,  a  poor  rate  was  made  for  the 
said  parish  oi Lamberhurst     It  was  thus  intituled: 

''An  assessment  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 
of  Lamberhurst^  in  the  counties  of  Kent  and  Sussex,  and 
for  other  purposes  chargeable  thereon,  according  to  law, 
made  this  3d  day  of  February,  A.D.  1857,  after  the  rate 
of  8<f.  in  the  pound." 

In  the  rate  the  appellant  was  thus  assessed. 


Glebe  house     .        • 
Land        •        .        •        • 
Vicarial  tithe  rent  charge  . 


Gross  esti- 
mated rental. 

Rateable 
Talue. 

£     t.    d. 

40    0     0 

£     :    d. 
32     0     0 

5     0    0 

4     0     0 

625    0    0 

460     0     0 

Rate  at  %d. 

£     M,    d. 
1      1      4 

0     2     8 

15     6     8 


The  rate  was  duly  allowed  and  published. 

On  the  6th  and  7th  of  March  last  the  appellant  duly 
served  on  the  respondents  notice  of  his  intention  to 
appeal  against  the  said  rate,  as  excessive,  at  the  Easter 
quarter  sessions  to  be  holden  at  Maidstone.  The  present 
case  is  now  stated  under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45.  ^.11. 
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The  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Lamberhurst  were  com-  1858. 

mated,  under  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  IPl  4.  hUckket" 

c.  71.,  for  a  rent  chaige  payable  in  lieu  of  such  tithes.  i^^J^e^- 

It  is  agreed  that  the  gross  sum  payable  in  respect  of  this  «^^^" 

rent  charge  for  the  year  1857  shall  be  taken  to  be  625/.  mutation  Rent 

Charts. 

In   estimating  the  rateable  value   of  the   said  rent 

charge  at  4602.,  the  respondents  took  into  consideration, 

aod  made  allowances  (by  way  of  deduction  from  the 

said  sum  of  6252.)  in  respect  of,  ecclesiastical  dues,  and 

tenths,  poor  rate,  highway  rate,  ezpences  of  collecting, 

md  probable  loss  in  collecting  the  rent  chaige,  and  also 

for  the  pro6t  which  they  considered  would  be  suflScient 

to  induce  a  solvent  tenant  to  take  a  demise  of  the  rent 

chaige :  but  they  refused  to  allow,  and  contended  that 

they  ought  not  to  make  any  allowance  or  reduction,  in 

respect  of  Land  tax.  Property  tax.  Payments  to  the 

Goremors  of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty,  or  for  the  personal 

aenrices  of  the  appellant  as  oflSciating  minister  of  the 

ptrish  of  Lamberhurst  as  hereinafter  mentioned.     The 

correctoess  of  the  amounts  of  the  reductions  which  the 

KspoDdents  allowed  as  above  mentioned  is,  for  the  pur- 

pose  of  the  present  inquiry,  admitted. 

The  appellant  contends:  1st,  that  the  respondents 
sbould  not  have  taken  as  **  gross  estimated  rental"  the 
said  gross  sum  receivable  by  him  in  respect  of  his  rent 
charge,  but  the  said  sum  of  4602. 

He  also  contends  that,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  rateable  value  of  his  said  rent  charge,  the  respondents 
^id  have  further  reduced  the  said  amount  of  460^ 
bj  the  sums  of  SL  12«.  and  25/.  17s.  5d.,  payable  by 
him  for  the  year  1857,  in  respect  of  his  said  rent  charge, 
ibr  Land  tax  and  Property  tax  respectively,  and  by  a 
fonher  sum  in  respect  of  the  sums  payable  by  him  in 
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1858.        the  said  year  to  the  Governors  of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty 
Hackket     ^  hereinafter  mentioned. 

Lamber-  ^"  1843,  the  vicarage  house  of  Lamberhurst  (in  the 

T'^^*C^  said  assessment  called  the  Glebe  house)  having  become 
mutation  Rent  go  ruinous  and  decayed  that  one  years'  net  income  of 
the  said  vicarage  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to 
rebuild  or  put  the  same,  with  the  necessary  offices,  into 
sufficient  repair,  it  was  (under  the  provisions  of  the  Acts 
of  Parliament  after  mentioned)  certificated  by  a  surveyor, 
duly  appointed  by  the  ordinary  to  examine  the  same,  to 
be  unfit  for  the  residence  of  the  iticumbent  of  the  bene- 
fice. Thereupon,  under  the  provisions  of  stat.  17  6r.  3. 
c,  53.,  and  of  stat.  1  &  2  Vict,  c,  23.,  the  appellants 
obtained  the  consent  of  the  ordinary  of  the  diocese  and 
the  patrons  of  the  church  and  living  to  borrow  and  take 
up  at  interest  (in  the  manner  provided  by  the  said  Acts) 
the  sum  of  1200/.,  to  be  laid  out  and  expended  in 
rebuilding  the  said  vicarage  house  and  other  necessary 
offices  upon  the  glebe,  belonging  to  the  said  church  and 
living.  This  sum  was  advanced  by  the  Governors  of 
Queen  Annes  Bounty,  in  accordance  with  the  said  Acts 
of  Parliament:  and,  by  an  indenture  made  3d  February 
1843,  between  the  appellant,  as  vicar  of  Lamherhursty 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  Governors  of  Queen  Anne^s 
Bounty,  of  the  other  part,  in  the  form  given  by  the 
schedule  to  stat.  17  (7.  3.  c,  53.,  the  appellant  granted, 
by  way  of  mortgage,  all  the  tithes  and  profits  of  his 
vicarage  to  the  said  governors  as  a  security.  By  that 
indenture  the  appellant  covenanted  to  pay  interest  at 
the  rate  of  3^  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  said  sum  of 
1200/.,  or  so  much  as,  at  the  end  of  each  year,  should 
be  due,  and  to  repay  the  principal  by  instalments  of 
l-30th  part  thereof  in  each  year.     The  indenture  (as  in 
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1858.  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are : 

Hacknet  !•  Whether  the  gross  estimated  rental  of  the  said 

Laii^er-      ^^^^^  ^"^  charge  should  (according  to  the  contention 

T'^''^        of  the  respondents)  be  taken  at  the  said  sum  of  625/., 

moution  Rent   or  (according  to  that  of  the  appellant)  at  the  said  sum 

of  460/. 

2.  Whether,  in  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  the 
said  tithe  rent  charge  or  of  the  glebe  house,  the  respon- 
dents should  make  an  allowance  in  respect  of  Property 
tax,  I^nd  tax,  Payments  to  the  Governors  of  Queen 
Anne's  Bounty,  and  for  the  appellants  services  as 
officiating  minister  of  Lamberhurst,  or  for  any  of  the 
said  matters. 

(Judgment  to  be  entered  in  conformity  with  the 
decision  of  the  Court) 

The  case  of  Goodchild  against  The  Tntstees  Sfc.  (ante, 
p.  2)  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1857  (a). 

Huffh  Hilly  for  the  respondents.  The  circumstance 
that,  under  8tat«  6  &  7  fV.  4.  c.  71.  s.  37.,  the  tithe 
commutation  rent  charge  was  increased  to  3;.  for  the 
express  purpose  of  covering  the  rates,  charges  and  assess- 
ments, including  poor  rates,  which  have  never  since 
amounted  to  so  much  as  the  3^.,  ought  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  estimating  the  deductions  to  which  the  owner 
of  the  rent  charge  is  entitled.  The  general  principle 
upon  which  the  assessment  is  to  be  made  appears  from 
Regina  v.  Capel{b\  And  in  Lumleys  Law  of  Parochial 
Assessments^  p.  31  (c),  the  mode  of  applying  the  principle 

(a)  November  14th,  1857.      Before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Coieridge  and 
Wightman  Js. 
(6)  \2  A.^  E,  382.  (c)  See  4ih  cd..  p.  45. 
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1858.  not  that  be  necessary,  in  order  to  entitle  the  incumbent 

Hackket  ^  ^^^  ^^^  profits  ?]     That  does  not  appear.     So,  again, 

Lamber-  ^^^'  P^'^sonal  exertions  of  the  mcnmbent  himself  may 

HUMT  be   more  or  less  without  reference  to  the  amount  of 

Tithe  Com- 

arautioo Rent  profits:  it  is  a  mere  question  of  moral  responsibility. 
Nor  can  these  outgoings  be  connected  especially  with 
this  particular  branch  of  profit :  they  would  be  referred 
also  to  the  other  profits  of  the  incumbency,  such  as  fee& 

Sir  F.  Kellyy  contrL  The  best  mode  of  determining 
these  questions  is  to  conceive  the  rent  charge  let,  as  it 
might  be  under  a  sequestration,  and  to  consider  what 
rent  the  lessee  would  give :  that  is,  what  deductions  he 
would  make  from  the  gross  annual  income.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  Should  it  not  be  a  lessee  who  takes 
upon  himself  the  incumbent^s  duties?]  Such  a  lessee 
would  clearly  lower  his  offer  of  rent  in  consideration  of 
the  lease  imposing  so  much  duty  upon  him.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  According  to  that  view,  if  what  re- 
mained after  the  outgoings  was  no  more  than  a  fair 
compensation  for  the  lessee's  trouble,  there  would  be  no 
rate,  or  only  a  nominal  one.]  Why  should  there  be, 
upon  such  a  supposition,  more  than  a  nominal  rate  ? 
ITie  lessee  would,  in  effect,  get  nothing  by  the  occupa- 
tion. The  proviso,  in  sect.  1  of  stat  6  &  7  W,  A.  c,  96., 
seems^  so  far  as  the  present  question  is  concerned,  to 
leave  the  law  as  the  body  of  the  section  would  leave  it. 
[Coleridge  J.  The  proviso  was  perhaps  introduced  with 
reference  to  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  1.]  As  a  matter  of 
historical  fact,  it  was  inserted  to  protect  the  clergy.  The 
deductions  for  which  the  owner  of  the  rent  charge  here 
contends  will  be  found  to  be  all  in  conformity  with  the 
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1858.        that  the  employment  of  the  curate  is  proper.]     That  is 
Hack!iit~^  enough  for  the  appellant's  case.     It  is  tme  that,  if  the 
Lambek-      incumbent  has  emoluments  independently  of  the  rent 
T  he^oou     ^'^"K^*  ^  deduction  cannot  be  made  in  respect  of  the 
■M^jopp^*^   rent  charge  exclusively :  but,  the  curate  being  paid  for 
ae  a  necessary  condition  of  the  incumbency,  that  pay- 
ment, to  that  extent,  diminishes  the  value  of  the  incum- 
bency.    Under  the  77th,  78th  and  other  sections  of  stat. 
1  &  2  Vict.  e.  106.  an  incumbent  is  frequently  compelled 
to  employ  and  pay  a  curate.     As  to  the  chapel,  a  tenant 
would  have  to  submit  to  this  outgoing.    Then  something 
should  be  allowed  for  the  work  and  labour  of  the  incum- 
bent.    If  he  did  not  perform  this  himself,  he  would  be 
obliged  to  pay  another  for  performing  it     Probably  the 
deduction  ought  not  to  exceed   the  smallest  sum  for 
which  he  could  procure  the  service. 

Huffh  BiUy  in  reply.  Sect.  69  of  stat  6  &  7  fF.  4. 
c.  71.  enacts  ^  that  every  rent  charge  payable  as  afore- 
said instead  of  tithes  shall  be  subject  to  all  Parliamentary, 
parochial,  and  county  and  other  rates,  charges,  and  assess- 
ments in  like  manner  as  the  tithes  commuted  for  such 
rent  charge  have  heretofore  been  subject"  Then  the 
proper  deductions  are  only  those  mentioned  in  the 
Parochial  Assessment  Act,  6  &  7  fF.  4.  e.  96.  s.  1.,  the 
object  of  which  enactment  was  to  put  an  end  to  such 
questions  as  the  present.  The  Land  tax  is  not  among 
such  deductions.  The  tenant's  profits  are  to  be  allowed ; 
but  they  have  been  sufficiently  allowed  for  under  the 
head  of  expences  of  collection,  which  corresponds  to  the 
trouble  for  which  a  tenant  expects  to  be  remunerated. 
The  salary  of  the  curate,  so  far  as  appears  here,  is  not 
an  outgoing  necessary  to  enable  the  incumbent  to  receive 
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1858.        the  rates  will  now  have  to  be  paid  by  the  owner  of  the 
Hacknet      commutation  rent  charge.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     We 


and 


Lamber-      agree  that  this  circumstance  makes  no  difierence.]     The 
Parochial  Assessment  Act  introduced  no  new  principle. 


HURAT 
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mutation  Rent   but  only  affirmed  the  law  as  it  had  been  previously 

settled ;  Regina  v.  LumsdaiTie  (a) ;  and  this  law  was  held 

to  apply  to  tithes^  in  Regina  v.  Capel  {by     The  value 

of  the  occupation  being  lessened  in  consequence  of  the 

occupier  having  to   pay  Land   tax.  Property  tax,   the 

General  Rate,  the  Lighting  Rate,  and  the  Sewers  Rate,  in 

respect  of  such  occupation,  deductions  ought  to  be  made 

for  all  these,  as  was  decided,  in  the  case  of  a  sewers 

rate,  in  Rex  v.  Adames  (c).     It  is  a  fallacy  to  suppose 

that  the  tenant's  profits  are  covered  by  allowing  tor  the 

expence  of  collection :  no  one  would  take  a  lease  unless, 

after  paying  the  expence  of  collection,  he  was  a  gainen 

Rex  V.  Joddrell  (d)  appears  to  be  an  authority  against 

allowing   for  the  personal  services  of  the  incumbent. 

But   the   decision   is   there   put    on   an   unsatisfactory 

ground.     It  is  said  that  the  services  are  personal  only  : 

but  the  poor  rate  itself  is  a  personal  rate,  in  respect  of 

the  land.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    In  respect  of  the  rent 

charge  more  than  of  the  glebe?]     No;  in  respect  of 

the  two.     Unless  the  duty  be  efficiently  performed,  the 

bishop  may  compel  the  incumbent  to  pay  a  curate.     A 

sequestrator   would   also   have   to   do  so ;  Hubbard  v. 

Beckford  {e\  WhinfieU  v.  Wathim  (y). 

Cur,  adv,  vult. 


(a)  \0  A,^  E,  167.  (6)  12  A,  ^  E.  382. 

(c)  4  B.^  Ad.  61.  (d)  \  B.^  Ad.  403. 

(e;  1  Hag,  Con.  R.  307. 
(^)  2  PhiL  Rep,  Co,  E,  a  1. 
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1858.  rishioners  to  be  more  highly  rated  because  the  incumbent 

jij^cKsxi~  spends  ^  pATt  of  his  income  in  building  a  house ?]     If 

T.A^R,  ^^®  house  were  allowed  to  fall  down  they  would  suflFer 

HUB8T  in  ^Q  same  way.     But  the  deduction  is  allowable  on 

Tithe  Com-  -^ 

■nutioDRent  this  plain  principle.  The  incumbent,  by  the  act  of  the 
Legislature,  is  compelled  to  give  up  this  part  of  his 
income,  incidentally  to  his  possession  of  the  preferment : 
a  lessee  would  get  only  the  residue  of  the  income  and 
would  require  an  abatement  of  the  rent  accordingly. 
How  can  the  case  differ  from  that  of  repairs?  The 
allowance  for  the  sewers  rate,  Rex  v.  Adames  {a),  rests 
on  a  similar  principle;  and  so  does  the  allowance  for 
ecclesiastical  dues;  Rex  v.  JoddrelUby  As  to  the  per- 
formance of  the  duty,  it  is  an  expenditure  of  money's 
worth,  incidental  to  the  occupation,  as  much  as  the  pay- 
ment of  a  substitute  would  be.  [^Coleridge  J.  If  an 
observer  were  to  be  rated  for  the  observatory  in  which 
he  dwells,  could  be  make  a  deduction  in  respect  of  the 
labour  of  observing  ?]  In  Regina  v.  Southampton  Dock 
Company  (c)  a  deduction  was  allowed  for  the  personal 
services  of  the  directors.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Those 
services  were  bestowed  upon  the  subject  matter  in 
respect  of  which  the  rate  was  imposed.] 

Manisty  was  hoard  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  case  of  GoodchUd  and  Lamb  against  The  Trustees 
^c.  (ante,  p.  15)  was  argued  on  the  same  day  {d), 

(a)  4  B.^  Ad,  61.  (6)  I  B.^  Ad.  403. 

(c)  \4  Q.B.  687. 

(d)  November  14th,  1857.     Before  Lord  CampbeU  C.  J.,  Coleridge  and 
Wightman  Js. 


^ 
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Hugh  Hillf  for  the  respondents.     The  objection  as  to  1858. 

the  jurisdiction  is  abandoned.     The  question  as  to  these  hackotbt"" 

rates  arises  under  The  Metropolitan  Management  Act,  .  *°^ 

18  &  19  Viet.  e.  120.  «.  161.   That  enacts  that  the  three  ^?^w 

Tithe  Com. 

rates  ^  shall  be  levied  on  the  persons  and  in  respect  of  mutation  Rent 

.  -  Chargefc 

the  property  by  law  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in 
the  respective  parishes,  and  shall  be  assessed  upon  the 
net  annual  value  of  such  property  ascertained  by  the 
rate  for  the  time  being  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.**  But 
it  is  said  that,  as  to  the  Sewers  Rate,  this  enactment  is 
controuled  by  sect  164,  which  provides :  '*  that  where 
any  property  was  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  first 
commission  under  the  said  Act  of  the  eleventh  and 
twelfth  years  of  Her  Majesty,  chapter  one  hundred  and 
twelve,  entitled  to  exemption  from  or  to  any  reduction 
or  allowance  in  respect  of  the  sewers  rate,  such  exemp- 
tion, reduction,  or  allowance  shall  be  observed  and 
allowed  in  levying  any  sewers  rate  under  this  Act**  It 
is  contended  that  this  exemption  applies  here,  because 
the  rent  charges  were  not  in  fact  previously  rated  to  the 
Sewers  Bate.  But  the  exemption  points,  not  to  a  mere 
omission  to  rate  in  fact,  but  to  a  legal  exemption  :  and 
Done  such  is  shewn.  Besides,  the  rent  charge  has  been 
increased,  on  the  ground  that  the  tithes  were  compounded 
for  free  from  the  rates,  under  sect  37  of  stat  6  &  7  ^4. 
c  71.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  cannot  see  how  the 
rent  charge  is  benefited  by  the  sewerage:  the  tithes 
themselves  may  have  been  so.]  It  is  true  that  in  Me- 
tropoliioH  Board  rf  Works  v.  Vauxhall  Bridge  Com-- 
pony  (a)  an  extrajudicial  opinion  was  expressed  by  this 
Court  that  the  sewers  rate  should  be  made,  taking  into 

(«)  1  B.^B.  964. 
D  2 
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aecoant  the  benefit.  As  to  the  Lighting  EUte,  it  is  might 
to  infisr  an  exemption  from  the  langnage  of  sect.  1^, 
which  is  supposed  to  assume  that  the  Lighting  Rate  will 
be  only  on  **  the  owners  and  occnpiera  of  hooseSy  biuld- 
ingSy  and  property,  other  than  land,*  whidi,  it  is  said, 
excludes  incorporeal  hereditaments.  But  the  incorpo- 
real hereditaments  come  within  the  description  of  pro- 
perty other  than  land.  No  exemption  can  be  diewn  in 
respect  of  the  General  Rate. 


F.  M.  WhiU^  contriL  As  to  the  Sewers  Rate,  sect.  164 
clearly  relates  to  exemptions  in  fact ;  for  it  refers  to  the 
ntes  leviable  by  the  commissioners  under  stat.  11  &  12 
Vict,  c*  112.;  and  sect  76  of  that  Act  provides  **that 
where  in  any  separate  sewerage  district  any  property  is 
by  law  or  by  the  practice  of  the  existing  commissions  or 
commissioners  of  sewers  entitled  to  exemption,  wholly  or 
partially,  from,  or  to  any  reduction  or  allowance  in  respect 
of  the  Sewers  Rate,  the  commissioners  shall  in  making  the 
District  Sewers  Rate  observe  and  allow  such  exemption, 
reduction,  or  allowance."    But,  further,  the  rent  charge 
was  legally  exempt,  as  deriving  no  benefit ;  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  v.  Vauxhall  Bridge  Company  (a).  There 
is  authority  that  the  tithe  itself  was  not  rateable ;   CalUs, 
Reading  upon  the  Statute  of  Sewers,  132,  comes  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  parson  was  not  to  be  assessed  for 
his  tithes:  and  this   is  adopted   in   Com,  Dig.   Sewers 
(E  5.).     In  fVoolrych's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Sewers, 
ch.  II.  p.  88  (2d  ed.),  the  law  is  similarly  laid  down(&). 
Lord  Coke,  in  2  Inst.  640,  appears  to  recognise  the  doc- 
trine that  tithes  in  spiritual  bands  are  not  to  be  contri- 

(a)  T  E.^  B.  964. 

(6)  The  word  **  not"  Appears  to  bo  accidentally  omitted  in  p.  88,  line  7. 
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1858.  vector  of  the  new  porUi  of  SSL  JMa»  BmAmty^  and*  as 
fociiy  enikled  to  a  certaiD  tithe  co—omtation  rent 
charge :  the  parish  is^  for  the  purposes  of  the  relief  of 
the  poQr»  sdU  within  the  boiBKlarica»  and  a  portkm  of 
the  old  pari^  of  &  JMJ^  Haeimy:  and  the  respondents 
are,  by  the  local  Act,  the  proper  anthoritj  to  make  the 
poor  rate,  which  thej  have  done,  inriucQng  within  it 
the  appellant  in  respect  of  his  giebe  house,  gHebe  and 
tithe  commntation  rent  diarge.  No  objection  is  made 
to  the  rate  in  respect  of  the  two  former :  but  the  appel- 
hmt  ckims  to  have  deductions  made  from  the  rate  in 
respect  of  the  latter^  on  several  specified  groonds^  which 
it  will  be  necessary  to  consider  in  detail :  and,  although 
some  of  these  were  conceded  in  the  argument,  and  on 
some  of  them  the  Court  has  already  intimated  its 
opinion,  yet  the  decision  of  the  case  will  probably  be 
so  general  in  its  application  that  it  will  be  better  to  state 
the  general  principles  on  which  incumbents  are  to  be 
rated  in  respect  of  their  tithe  rent  charge,  and  to  express 
our  opinion  on  each  item  of  deduction  claimed. 

It  would  seem  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  in  our 
connderation  of  these  points  we  must  be  regulated  by 
the  decided  cases:  that  it  is  not  an  open  question 
whether  the  tithe  rent  charge  in  the  bands  of  a  spiikual 
incumbent  makes  him  rateable  at  all  in  respect  thereof, 
under  the  statute  of  EUzubtthy  nor  whether  the  mode 
and  measure  of  rating  shall  be  regulated  by  The  Paro- 
chial Assessment  Act  of  6  &  7  ^.4.  c.  96.  We  are 
aware  of  ingenious  theories  on  the  first  of  these  points ; 
which,  however,  have  been  at  all  events  started  too  late 
to  influence  our  decision:  and  we  are  aware  also  of 
practical  diflBculties  in  the  application  of  staL  6  &  7  ^.  4. 
c.  96.;  which  we  must  deal  with  as  well  as  we  can,  as  we 
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bsYe  been  compelled  to  do  in  respect  of  railways  and        1858. 

other  subject  matters  not  perhaps  directly  contemplated  ~h^kbt  " 

by  the  Legislatare  when  the  Act  was  framed.     Of  the      laJ^^Jbh. 

two  leading  cases  on  the  subject,  Bex  v.  JoddreU(a)  and     ^-^""^ 

iZe^ma  t.  Capel  (b),  the  former  preceded  the  Parochial   nuutioa  Rent 

Assessment  Act,  the  latter  came  after  it     In  the  former 

case,  when  no  statute  had  prescribed  the  form  of  the 

poor   rate,    the  Court   decided,    in   accordance   with 

numberless  authorities,  that  the  governing  principle  was 

equality  in  proportion  of  the  rate   in  respect  of  all 

spedes  of  rateable  property  in  the  parish.    There  the 

tithes  had  been  extinguished;  and  the  rector  received 

t  com  rent  in  lieu  thereof,  which  was  payable  by  the 

oocapierB  and  tenants  of  the  land;   the  tenants  were 

nted  OD  the  rack  rent :  but  the  rack  rent  is  necessarily 

only  a  part  of  the  total  annual  profit ;  and  all  beyond 

that  psrt  escaped  the  rate :  but  the  rector  was  rated  on 

the  gross  amount  of  his  com  rent,  deducting  only  the 

poor  rate  itself:  and  the  Sessions  were  directed  by  the 

Court  to  ascertain  what  proportion  the  rack  rent  bore 

to  the  whole  annual  profit,  and  to  rate  the  rector  in  a 

8am  which  bore  the  same  proportion  to  his  gross  com 

rent     The  same  principle  was  applied  to  the  land  tax. 

Aad  thus  hr  the  case  might  seem  to  be  of  less  general 

application  now ;  for  it  did  not  decide  how  fiu*,  a  priori  and 

independently  of  local  circumstances,  this  or  that  item 

ibrmed  part  of  the  rateable  value,  but  only  equalised 

the  incidence  of  that  particular  rate  on  the  tenants  and 

the  rector.  But  the  Court,  in  its  judgment,  went  beyond 

this,  and  decided  that  ecclesiastical  dues  ought  to  be 

deducted,  ^  because  they  are  payable  by  the''  rector  *^  in 

(«)  1  B.  If  Ad.  403.  (6)  12  A.  ^  B.  382. 
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1858.  respect  of  his  rectory,  and  the  profits  of  the  rectory 

Hackney"  constitute  the  only  fund  out  of  which  they  can  be  paid ;" 

Lam^br-  ^^^  ^^*'  "  ^^^  expences  of  providing  for  the  duties  of 

n^^c^  the  incumbency  ought  not  to  be  deducted,  because  those 

motetioQ  Rent  duties  are  personal,  and  ought  to  be  performed  personally 

Cbar|^es.        i        t      • 

by  the  incumbent." 

In  Regina  v.  Capel  (a)  there  had  been  no  commuta- 
tion ;  but  the  appellant,  who  was  the  vicar  of  the  parish 
receiving  composition  for  his  small  tithes,  was  rated  on 
such  a  proportion  of  the  gross  annual  amount  as  was 
found  to  be  equal  to  the  rent  or  yearly  sum  at  which 
his  ^^  small  tithes  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let 
for  from  year  to  year,  free  of  all  usual  tenants'  rates  and 
taxes,  and  deducting  from  such  rent  a  yearly  sum,  the 
amount  of  the  ecclesiastical  dues.''  This  was  obviously 
a  rate  made  under  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  and 
at  all  events  in  formal  compliance  with  it.  And  the 
Court  decides  that  this  Act  must  be  applied  to  the 
rating  of  tithes,  either  received  in  kind,  or  by  compo- 
sition ;  that  the  form  of  the  rate  in  question  was  correct ; 
and  the  assessment  itself  on  the  finding  in  the  case  free 
from  objection.  To  this  extent  the  judgment  is  certainly 
correct :  and,  if  the  matter  were  before  us  now  for  the 
first  time,  we  should  be  compelled  to  come  to  the  same 
conclusions.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  language  of  the 
judgment  is  in  some  respects  not  easily  reconcileable 
with  that  in  Rex  v.  JoddreU(b),  and  openly  at  variance 
with  some  of  the  observations  made  in  the  course  of  it: 
and  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  it  did  full  justice 
to  the  appellant  under  the  particular  circumstances,  or 
established  that  substantial  equality  between  the  tithe 

(a)  12  A.  ^  £.  382.  (6)  \  B.  §f  Ad.  403. 
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is«>!i.        ^^  tbcr«iuffe>  the  statute  applies  lo  a  nte  co  the  tithe 

11    ...      owucr>  aud  if  equaiitT  aoKxif  all  the  oxKiibouafs  to  the 

wU  rm^  mue^  ^  punoedL  l^ffh  voica  nrocosaaos  are  ia- 


uviut        cg«Me«t«bikw  it  b  oqIt  bx  cioo!si«i=ke  liie  daiaesxias  and 

Hkttuukw  lUtti  aikW«aaci»  :ifmde«l  in  d»  Act  »  ssiCBanK  j^'iifiLablc 


^"V^tffi  tbfd^  n  :air  case  .-c  Ji  zok  anmrnioraiiL  :«sc 
<jhiff^ir^  acY  Uir  7io»  iai£  3«x»  irrnr  wrxusL  zotf  ?s!X£  m 
A  :M«x%MK^  iiKuniftf  «'r  j:  3»  xr  :if  ir^f.  ahi.  ▼oic  £]nisziDa 

it€*tt  ^c  iUl^av«{nnc  ^^  ;ttBHcuii  u  :iiiiu  rxvd  nsitf  rrinrmftl 

■"^  -  — 

!irr^«ttspi  1^   iiuu:  ^iuiKi^..  iiiii  csrmsag-  nir  iinuiiiiL  in 

ihrur  swriftuim     Jbar"   ir  utsK   w«rrf  rjuvsiBBL  iv^  lis 

:nttivituiMii$'    ^JUiRMi      ttiu    iuiKHs    ▼*il    ;*TciEii   lu    xii&- 

4mMm  -HUM'  u^e  uiu  aur^mut;  auu  *>  wmiu  T»mirf  tni 

yvfuac   at^    t    itasn    u^  i^n    ixm.  ^riMna^    nuUk'   almas: 
1?Hj  *vs*r  -am  la^^l   >  ,r*?tfiv  s  i/twui  ^  tai.     tjf  vnt 

liM    II    C%»-  aaOVt   lull     ^iftfj    ;mitx.M),tr%    ^.'«9f«    Oi: 
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1858.  ^^6  general  law.     We  think,  therefore,  that  the  amount 

Uaokmet  ^^  ^^®  P^^**  ^*^®  ought  to  be  deducted  in  this  as  it  would 

La^beb-  ^  generally. 

H0B8T  A  claim  is  next  made  in  respect  of  three  several  rates, 

Tithe  Com.  ^ 

mutation  Rent  called  the  General  Rate,  Lighting  Rate,  and  Sewers  Rate. 

Cbarget. 

The  appellant  has  appealed  against  these  rates  on  the 
ground  of  non-liability.  This  appeal  b  before  us  in  a 
separate  case :  and  it  is  agreed,  in  this  case,  that,  if  we 
should  think  the  appellant  liable,  then  they  shall  be 
considered  part  of  the  usual  rates  and  taxes  payable  by 
the  appellant  in  respect  of  the  tithe  rent  charge,  and  be 
deducted  from  the  rate. 

It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  this  question: 
and,  first,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  is  liable 
to  the  General  Rate.  This  is  a  rate  imposed  under  stat 
18  &  19  VicL  c.  120.  $.  161.;  it  is  imposed  to  meet  the 
expences  of  carrying  that  Act  into  execution,  other  than 
those  covered  by  the  Sewers  Rate  and  Lighting  Rate ; 
it  is  to  be  levied  on  the  persons  and  in  respect  of  the 
property  by  law  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  Prima 
facie,  the  appellant  and  the  tithe  rent  charge  fall  under 
this  description ;  and  no  ground  of  exemption  is  stated 
in  the  case. 

Secondly,  the  question  in  regard  to  the  Lighting  Rate 
is  of  more  complexity.  It  is  imposed,  by  the  same  161st 
section,  on  the  same  persons  and  in  respect  of  the  same 
property.  There  is,  therefore,  the  same  prima  facie 
liability.  Before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  the  Lighting 
rate  was  imposed,  under  the  local  Act,  4  G.  3.  c.  43., 
upon  *'  hosues,  shops,  warehouses,  coach-houses,  stables 
and  other  buildings :"  of  course  the  tithe  owner  was  not 
rateable  as  such ;  and  that  he  was  not  rated  then  can 
have  no  effect  on  his  rateability  now.     By  sect  165  of 
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motation  was  made,  on  the  principle  of  its  being  paid  ig 
free  firom  (among  other  rates)  the  poor  rate,  and  that  ~^^ 
the  aasistaot  commissioner  had  had  regard  to  that  cir-  *< 

comstance  in  fixing   the  amount  of  the  rent  charge,        hu 
making  an  addition  in  respect  of  this  to  such  apiount.   iDuuti< 
This,  however,  was  not  done  in  virtue  of  any  compact 
between  the  tithe  owner  and  parishioners,  which  might 
make  it  inequitable  in  him  to  demand  now  an  allowance 
of  the  rate  from  the  amount  of  bis  assessment,  but  under 
the  provisions  of  sect  37  of  The  Tithe  Commutation 
Act,  6  &  7  VicL  c.  71.     These  provisions  are  general 
md  imperative:  the  value  of  the  tithes  is  to  be  esti- 
mated, without  making  any  deduction  on  account  of 
any  Parliamentary,  parochial,  county  and  other  rates, 
charges  and  assessments  to  which  the  said  tithes  are 
liable :  and,  whenever  the  tithes  have  been  demised  or 
compoonded  for  on  the  principle  of  the  rent  or  compo- 
ution  being  paid  free  from  these,  regard  shall  be  had  to 
the  circumstance,  and  such  an  addition  be  made  on 
account  thereof  as  shall  be  an  equivalent.     This  provi- 
sion appears  to  us  not  to  affect  the  present  question : 
the  object  of  it  was  that  the  full  gross  value  of  the  tithes 
should  be  ascertained  antecedent  to  the  charges,  Parlia- 
mentary or  otherwise,  to  which  they  might  be  liable, 
which  might  vary  from  time  to  time;  some  of  which 
might  be  landlords*  taxes,  some  tenants';  and,  this  being 
ascertained,  to  fix  an  exact  equivalent  for  it.   The  usages 
in  particular  parishes  might  in  some  make  it  necessary 
to  make  an  addition  to  the  actual  payments  in  order  to 
arrive  at   this:    but,  when  arrived  at,  either  with  or 
without  the  addition,  the  clause  leaves  the  liability  to 
the  several  taxes  and  rates,  and  the  consequent  allow- 
ances to  be  made  on  assessments,  to  be  determined  by 
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IMfi^        be  ob«enred  in  h^yin^  mj  Seweri  Rate  ander  this  Act. 
nMi/.Kvcr      ^^  Hewerw  Rate  bad  erer  been  imposed  on  the  tithes 
Lambiu^      before  onninatatkm*    On  an  appeal  to  tbe  Metropolitan 
TtOm'iZm^    Sewen  Commiarioneri  aganM  a  tewen  rate  on  the  rent 
^^  chMTgtf  the  appellant  wtm  reliered;  and  both  the  prac- 
tice befiire  and  the  decision  nnder  this  Act  were  folly 
warranted  from  a  consideration  of  the  nature  of  the 
property  and  the  principle  which  regulates  the  imposi- 
tion of  the  Sewers  Rate,  namely,  that  of  actual  benefit 
received  by  the  property  rated. 

We  understand  it  to  have  been  conceded  that,  if  we 
should  hold  the  appelbnts  liable  to  all  or  any  of  these 
three  rates,  they  were  to  be  allowed  as  tenant's  rates. 
We  have,  howerer,  thought  it  right  to  consider  generally 
the  propriety  of  this  concession,  with  a  view  to  other 
cases  in  which  the  question  might  arise.  We  think  that 
the  Lighting  and  General  Rates,  being  in  all  respects 
put  on  the  same  footing  as  the  poor  rate,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  tenant's  rates  incident  to  the  occupation; 
that  the  appellant's  liability  is  referable  to  a  quasi  occu- 
pation of  the  rent  charge;  and  therefore  that  they  fall 
within  the  category  of  tenant's  rates  in  the  1st  section  of 
the  Parochial  Assessment  Act 

The  next  claim  to  be  considered  is  that  in  respect  of 
the  Land  tax.  In  Bex  v.  Joddrell  (a)  the  same  question 
arose,  and  was  answered  by  a  reference  to  the  usage  in 
the  particular  parish.  If  the  tenants  deducted  the  Land 
tax  first  paid  by  them  out  of  their  rents,  then  the  land- 
lord really  paid  it,  and  no  allowance  could  be  made  fm* 
it  to  the  appellant :  if  not,  then,  with  a  view  to  equality 
between  him  and  the  occupiers  of  land,  he  was  to  be 

(a)  ]  B,^  Ad.  403. 
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illowed  it.     But  the  question  cannot  now  be  answered  1858. 

in  the  same  way ;  for  all  variety  arising  from  different  haotwey 

Qiiges  in  parishea  is  intended  to  be  done  away  with  by  ^a^,,  . 

the  Parochial  Assessment  Act;  and  the  allowance  cannot  ^.^^^^ 

TiUMiCom. 

be  made  for  it  unless  it  be  brouaht  within  the  term  moution  Rent 

»  Charges. 

**  usual  tenant's  rates  and  taxes. 

Whether,  in  strictness,  the  Land  tax  be  a  landlord's 

or  tenant's  tax  may  be  doubtful     In  Bex  v.  JMitcham  (a) 

md  Bex  y.  &.  Lawrence  {b)  Lord  Mar^field  and  the 

Coort  of  King's  Bench  held  it  to  be  with  respect  to  the 

fMk  a  tenant's  tax :  but  this  is  not  inconsistent  with 

what  the  same  great  Judge  said  in  Bex  v.  St  Luhe^s 

H^fital(c):  ^^The  Land  tax  differs  from  the  poor's  tax. 

The  Isndlord  who  receives  the  rent,  is  to  pay  the  land 

tu:  but  the  poor's  tax  is  payable  by  the  occupiers." 

Bjitat  38  G.  3.  c.  5.  i.  17.  the  tenant  is  required  and 

fnionzed  to  pay  the  sum  rated  upon  the  land,  and  to 

<kdact  out  of  the  rent  so  much  of  the  rate  as  in  respect 

of  the  rent  the  landlord  should  and  ought  to  pay  and 

Ikv;  and  the  landlords,  both  mediate  and  immediate, 

^Qowding  to  their  respective  interests,  are  required  to 

iHow  such  deductions  on  receipt  of  the  residue  of  the 

^tL    It  has  been  held  that  a  covenant  that  the  tenant 

ikmid  pay  the  Land  tax  is  not  unlawful:  but,  apart 

bom  any  special  agreement  to  the  contrary,  the  tenant, 

tlKKigh  primarily  charged,  is  allowed  (and,  as  Dallas 

C.J.  held  in  Andrew  v.  Hancock  (d),  is  required)  by  the 

Act  to  deduct  it  from  the  rent.     Hence  it  is  commonly 

CQuidered  a  kodlord's  tax,  and  does  not  seem  to  fall  with- 

^^  the  words  **  usual  tenant'a  rates  and  taxes,"  a  form  of 

cxpreaBioQ  in  the  statute  seemingly  introduced  for  the 

(«)  CqUL  276.  (6)  Cald.  3'9. 

<0  2  Burr.  1053.  1063.  (d>  \  B.^  B.  37.  43. 
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1858.        purpose  of  letting  in  other  considerations  than  those  of 
Uacknbt     ®  strictly  legal  character. 

Lambkr-  ^®  ^°  ^^^  think  that  this  allowance  ought  to  be  made 

Tr/cL-     'o  the  appellant. 

""ck1°°^"*  For  what  is  called  the  tenant's  Property  tax  he  is 
certainly  entitled  to  an  allowance;  nor  can  any  question 
be  made  as  to  Tenths  and  other  ecclesiastical  dues, 
if  any,  of  the  same  character.  But,  as  First  Fruits  and 
Tenths  are  calculated  on  the  whole  annui  proventus,  and 
not  on  the  tithes  only,  the  allowance  in  respect  of  the 
rate  on  the  rent  charge  must  only  be  in  the  proportion 
which  this  bears  to  the  whole  annui  proventus:  this, 
however^  will  only  affect  the  present  rate,  as  in  a  future 
year  a  proportionate  deduction  would  have  to  be  made 
from  the  rate  on  the  glebe. 

We  are  now  arrived  at  the  three  concluding  claims, 
which  are  all  of  the  same  general  nature,  though  there 
are  material  distinctions  between  them,  on  which  perhaps 
our  decision  may  turn. 

Mr.  Goodchild  is  stated  to  be  the  rector  of  a  parish 
containing,  in  the  last  Parliamentary  census,  a  popula- 
tion of  14,304  souls.  Besides  the  parish  chmx^h  is  a 
district  church  or  chapel,  built  for  the  use  of  a  district 
in  the  parish  containing  above  5000  souls.  He  employs 
one  curate  at  a  salary  of  160/.  per  annum ;  and  he  also 
pays  50L  a  year  towards  the  support  of  the  minister  of 
this  district  church  or  chapel.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, he  claims  to  be  allowed,  under  the  head  of 
expences,  first,  for  the  50L;  secondly,  for  the  curate's 
salary;  and,  thirdly,  lOOL  for  his  personal  services  as 
the  officiating  minister  of  the  parish. 

We  intimated,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the 
facts  found  as  to  the  payment  of  the  50/.  were  not 
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...  ..:.fci  *^v€n»ouai  skill  and  labour  whicl  i-=  ziic'ni 
.  .^  ^  ^<roDt elAewbere,  claims  to  be  a:i,..wei  :.r  ihe 
.  .  .  Mich  skill  and  labour,  as  in  snbsUDce  m  Z':,i.ij 
\.  ciic\:  necessanr  to  maintain  the  farm  in  &  KJ.:e  :o 
...ivkud  the  rent  by  which  the  rate  is  to  be  zxjE^ured. 
'i  :«Lrj»iance  this  claim  was  made  and  rejecte>i  in  As  r. 
.'i^urtiV  iiii:  but  the  decision  there  is  not  an  &u:i:r.:T 
xTCy  because  the  claim  now  stands  on  the  sLaiuir.  vhich 
was  not  under  consideration  in  that  case,  ^^e  Live 
stated  that,  in  order  to  do  justice  between  'the  ^unies 
in  cases  like  the  present,  the  statute  can  onlv  be  made 
applicable  bv  allowing  a  large  and  liberal  &ri&:..Kpr  to 
}>revail  in  the  interpretation.  If  we  were  required  :o 
draw  the  terms  of  the  proponion  into  strict  accordance, 
it  ought  to  have  been  held  that  the  statute  did  not  appiv 
to  the  case  of  a  tithe  rent  charge  at  all.  because,  if  so 
interpreietl.  the  tithe  owner  would  be  placed  in  a  dif- 
frrcni  condition  from  every  otlicr  rate-payer,  and  not  be 
allowed  deductions  the  s>anie  in  principle  to  those  allowed 
to  cvoTT  other  occupier.  Si  HI  we  must  find  this  same- 
ness in  principle  before  we  allow  the  deduction :  and 
we  are  unable  to  do  that  in  re^rard  to  this  claim.  The 
expcnces  to  be  deducted  are  described  as  being  such  as 
are  necessary  to  maintain  the  farm  in  a  s:aie  to  command 
the  rent:  the  skill  and  labour  of  the  farmer  certainly 
are  necessarr  to  maintain  the  farm  in  that  state,  or  their 
equivalent  purchased  by  money  from  others :  if  so 
devotcil  in  kind,  they  have  a  right  to  be  represented 
in  their  money  value  by  the  application  of  skill  and 
I;dxMir:  the  r^.teaMo  suSjec:  maner  is  maintained  or 
increa«sl.     Kut  nothing  like  this  subsists  l>etween  the 
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1858.        ^  ^^*'  ^^^  former  was  only  bound  to  do  what  was 

— ^ — ; equivalent  to  his  remuneration  ;  and  in  times  of  change 

>°^         it  might  be  suggested,  as  to  the  latter,  that  a  large 
HURST       portion  of  his  income  oucht  to  be  taken  from  him,  and 

Tithe  Com- 

mntatioo  Rent  perhaps  all,  if  he  became  unable  to  discharge  the  duties 
*^**'  of  his  cure  better.  The  truth  is  that  the  incumbent 
cannot  measure  by  any  money  standard  his  personal 
services,  or  the  fruits  of  them  in  the  spiritual  improve- 
ment of  his  parishioners.  The  personal  labours  of  the 
incumbent  are  not  a  charge  on  the  tithes,  but  on  his 
personal  conscience ;  and  in  a  matter  of  poor  rate  are 
simply  out  of  the  question. 

Then  does  this  reasoning  dispose  also  of  the  claim  in 
respect  of  the  curate's  salary  ?     In  so  far  as  the  curate  is 
merelv  a  substitute  for  the  incumbent  we  think  it  does 
sa      Where  the  clergyman  is  non-resident,  or,  being 
resident,  from  sickness,  infirmity  or  any  less  creditable 
cause  does  not  perform  his  own  duty  personally,  but 
employs  another  person  instead,  all  that  has  been  just 
now  said  seems  to  apply.     But   the   application  of  a 
principle  must  depend  on  circumstances:  and  a  more 
difficult  question  arises  where,  as  in  the  present  case, 
from  the  vast  size  or  population  of  the  parish,  one  man*s 
labour  is  entirely  insufficient  for  the  duties  necessarily 
to  be  discharged  by  the  incumbent.     In  some  cases  of 
this  kind  modem  legislation  has  intervened  (see  stat. 
1  &  2  VicL  c.  106.),  and  authorized  the  bishop  to  require 
the  appointment  of  a  stipendiary  curate,  or,  in  the  case 
of  non-residence,  even  of  two ;  it  has  also  enabled  him 
to  require  two,   under  some  circumstances,   see  stat. 
58  G.  3.  c.  45.  (a),  three,  services  to  be  celebrated  on 
Sundays  in  the  parish  churches:    and  all  these  inter- 
ferences are  authorized  and  regulated  with  relation  to 

(a)  Sect.  65. 
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the  value  of  the  incumbency  and  the  number  of  the        j^^g 

population,  establishing  therefore,  in  such  cases,  a  pro-  ""^^ 

portion  between  the  labour  required  and  the  remunera-      ,  ^°^ 

*  Lamber- 

tion  bestowed*     Now,  if,  under  any  of  these  provisions,        hurst 

,  J  .  1,     .      .  Tithe  Com- 

a  clergyman,  devotmg  all  his  time  and  attention  heartily   mutation  Rent 
to  the  dischaige  of  his  duty,  were  called  on  to  appoint 
and  pay  a  curate,  it  seems  to  us  that  he  could  scarcely 
be  said  to  be  doing  by  a  deputy  that  duty  which  he  had 
imdertaken  to  do  personally ;  he  is  still  doing  all  that  in 
his  own  person ;  but  he  is  employing  an  assistant  to  do 
something  more,  and  paying  for  that  assistance  out  of 
the  subject  matter  in  respect  of  which  he  is  rated :  and 
the  law  has  established  a  relation  between  the  two.     In 
such  a  case,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  salary  of  the  curate 
ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  on  which  the 
rao  is  to  be  laid.     But,  if  a  clergyman,  where  the  need 
of  a  curate  is  as  great  as  that  in  which  the  bishop  is 
authorized  to  interfere,  but  the  bishop  cannot,  because 
the  number  of  the  population  or  the  value  of  the  incum- 
bency is  below  the  requisite  amount,  from  a  sense  of 
duty  appoints  a  curate,  he  himself  still  devoting  all  his 
own  time  and  attention  to  his  cure,  or  if  another  clergy- 
man, under  circumstances  which  would  entitle  the  bishop 
to  interfere,  does  not  wait  for  his  interference,  but  from 
his  own  sense  of  the  need  does  that  voluntarily  which  in 
his  default  the  bishop  might  compel  him  to  do,  can  it  be 
said  that  in  either  of  these  cases  there  is  any  difference 
of  principle  from  the  one  before  stated  ?    It  would  be 
strange  if  a  different  rule  was  applicable. 

We  think  that,  in  regard  to  stipendiary  curates,  the 
Legislature  has  now  declared,  if  not  created,  a  duty, 
which  calls  even  on  the  most  devoted  and  vigorous  in- 
cumbent not  to  limit  his  exertions  to  his  own  individual 
strength,  when  the  population  of  his  parish  requires,  and 
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1868.  the  amount  of  his  rent  charge  enables  him  to  pay  for, 

Hackhst  assistance ;  and  that  a  relation,  therefore,  in  such  circum- 

Laime-  stances  and  to  such  an  extent,  is  established  between 

-,""■?  the  labomr  to  be  done  and  the  fund  which  is  to  enable 

litoe  Com- 

mttUtioD  Rent  the  doing  it  If  the  bishop  may  by  law  take  so  much 
from  the  tithe  rent  charge  and  apply  it  to  the  payment 
of  a  curate  that  another  service  may  be  performed  or 
pastoral  duties  be  discharged  which  were  necessarily  left 
undone  before,  and  if  the  proper  effect  of  such  with- 
drawal is  to  make  the  amount  so  withdrawn  no  longer 
assessable  on  the  rate  on  the  incumbent,  any  more  than 
if  it  were  appropriated  to  the  maintenance  of  the  minister 
of  a  district  chapel  in  the  parish,  the  same  consequences 
follow  when,  under  circumstances  the  same  in  substance, 
the  incumbent  does  not  wait  to  be  compelled ;  for  the 
bishop*s  power  is  given  only  because  the  thing  ought  to 
be  done ;  and  the  duties  of  the  cure,  without  any  per- 
sonal neglect  of  the  incumbent,  must  be  left  unperformed 
unless  it  be  done. 

As  a  general  rule,  therefore,  we  think  that,  under 
such  circumstances  as  we  have  stated,  the  reasonable 
stipend  of  the  curate  or  curates  ought  to  be  deducted 
from  the  rate.  The  application  of  this  in  particular 
parishes  must  be  for  the  parish  officers  and  the  justices. 
In  the  present  case  there  can  be  no  doubt,  where  the 
population,  after  the  deduction  which  we  understand  is 
to  be  made  for  the  district  church,  amounts  to  about 
10,000,  that  the  assistance  of  one  curate  at  least  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  ensure  anything  approaching  to  an 
adequate  discharge  of  the  pastoral  duties :  and  therefore 
that  the  salary  should  be  allowed  for. 

We  have  now  gone  through  the  several  claims ;  and 
the  rate  will  be  amended  according  to  the  principles  we 
have  laid  down. 
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1858. 

GooDCHiLJ>   and   Lamb,   appellantSy   against  The  Hackney 

Tbustbes  &c.,  respondents.  Lambkr- 

HURST 

Tithe  Com- 

Theac  are  appeals  in  respect  of  the  General  Rate,  ""ohi^ei.*^" 
Lifting  Rate  and  Sewers  Rate,  which  we  disposed  of  in 
the  course  of  our  judgment  in  the  case  of  Goodchild  v. 
The  TnaieesS^. 


Lamb,  appellant,  against  The   Tbustbes  &&, 

respondents. 

This  case  raises  the  same  points  in  principle  which  we 
ha?e  already  disposed  of  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Goodchild. 
Tbe  circumstances  under  which  the  appellant  has  a 
curate  do  not  appear :  hut  the  parish  officers  must  apply 
the  principles  which  we  have  laid  down  for  their  guid- 
toce.  This  application  is  a  matter  of  fact  for  them  in 
the  first  instance,  and  the  Court  of  appeal  afterwards,  if 
neceasary ;  and  not  for  us. 

The  judgment  must  be  entered  accordingly. 

HAWKrNS,  appellant,  against  The  Churchwardens  and 
Overseers  of  Lambbbhubst,  respondents. 

The  only  new  point  in  this  case  is  a  claim  by  the 
tppcllant  to  have  deducted  from  the  rateable  value  of 
his  benefice  a  sum  which  he  pays  annually  to  the 
Governors  of  Queen  Annes  Bounty^  in  liquidation  of 
the  interest,  and  part  liquidation  of  the  principal,  of  a 
sum  of  money  borrowed  by  him  under  stats.  17  G.  3. 
c  53.,  and  I  &  2  Vict.  c.  23.,  for  the  rebuilding  of  his 
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1858.       parsonage  house.     To  entitle  himself  to  this,  he  must 
Hackhet     bring  his  cure  within  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  stat. 
Lajibke-     ^  *  '   fF.4.c  96. :  that  does  allow  a  deduction  of  the 
^^I'       **  probable  average  annual  cost  of  the  repairs,"  to  which  he 
natation  Rent  would  be  certainly  entitled ;  but  we  see  no  irround  for 
admitting  the  present  claim.     If  a  landowner  rebuilds 
his  mansion,  the  expence  may  swallow  up  more  than 
the  whole  income  of  the  estate  for  the  year ;  but  his 
estate  does  not  thereby  become  not  rateable.     And  the 
estate  is  not  the  less  productive,  nor  does  he  the  less 
receive  the  income,  because  he  expends  that  and  more 
m  building  a  new  house  on  it.     And  so,  if  before  these 
statutes  passed  the  incumbent  rebuilt,  as  many  did,  his 
parsonage  out  of  his  own  means,  he  must  still  have  been 
rateable  for  his  tithes.     So,  again,  if  the  landowner  had 
borrowed  the  money  on  the  security  of  his  estate,  he 
could  not  have  claimed  to  deduct  the  interest,  or  any 
portion  of  principal  which  he  might  repay  under  agree- 
ment for  his  poor  rate,  even  if  he  were  tenant  for  life 
only.     The  incumbent  who  borrows  (h>m  Queen  Annes 
Bounty  and  mortgages  his  tithes  under  the  statute  is  in 
exactly  the  same  situation.     The  claim  cleariy  must  be 
disallowed. 

The  Court  having,  in  the  preceding  cases,  pronounced 
no  opinion  on  the  question  of  tenants*  profits,  that  part 
of  the  case  of  the  Hackney  Tithe  CowtmuiaiioH  Rent 
Charge  was  again  argued  in  Drinity  Term,  1858  (a). 

[Sahmhp^  £m7t%  for  the  appellants.   The  appellants  are  entitled 

jmijf  3d]  ^^ ^ deduction,  on  account  of  tenant's  profits,  in  addition 

(a)  Jume  7th.     BcTore  Lord  CampUn  C.  J.,  Ofkrufyt,  EHt  and  Cnmp^ 
torn  Js. 
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to  the  deductions  already  allowed  in   respect  of  law        1858. 

expences  and  of  ezpences  of  collection.     Stat.  6  &  7  hacknet 

fF.  4.  c  96.  substituted  one  uniform  mode  of  ratine  for  ^  ^^ 

the  uncertain  and  variable  modes  upon  which  property  hu&st 

Titbo  Com- 

had  been  formerly  rated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  by   mutation  Rent 

providing  that  all  rates  should  be  made  upon  the  net 

annual  value  of  the  property.     The  question  then  is, 

what  is   **  the  net  annual  value"  of  this  rent  charge  ? 

It  is  clear  that,  in  all  cases,  the  value  of  the  property  is 

more  than  the  sum.  which,  if  the  property  were  let,  the 

tenant  would  pay  for  rent ;  for  otherwise  the  tenant  would 

not  take  the  property,  as  he  would  make  nothing  by  it. 

The  profit  is,  of  course,  variable ;  but  it  has  been  agreed 

that,  in  the  present  case,  it  shall  be  taken  at  about  ten  per 

cent:  and  the  only  question  for  the  Court  is.  Whether 

any  deduction  in  respect  of  this  item  is  to  be  allowed. 

A  tithe  rent  charge  is  a  peculiar  kind  of  property,  and 

one  which  the  owner  would  generally  prefer  to  let.     In 

many  cases  the  rent  charge  is  let -at  a  sum  below  its 

actual  amount,  evidently  upon  the  principle  of  deducting 

• 

from  that  amount  a  sum  for  tenant's  profits,  so  as  to 

offer  some  inducement  to  take  the  property.     [Erie  J. 

ffhat  would  you  let  1000/.  in  the  funds  for?     Would 

JOQ  make  a  deduction  on  account  of  the  trouble  of 

applying  for  the  dividend  at  the  Bank  ?]     The  case  is 

hardly  analogous ;  but  the  test  there  would  still  be  the 

same,  namely,  what  could  a  person  to  whom  it  was  let 

afford  to  give  for  it,  so  as  to  allow  himself  a  reasonable 

profit?     [Erie  J.     Uere  a  deduction  has  already  been 

allowed  for  the  expence  of  collecting.]     The  deductions 

already  allowed  merely  protect  the  tenant  from  loss; 

they  do  not  leave  him  any  margin  for  profits.     [Cromp-' 

ton  J.     But  you  admit  that  the  rent  charge  has  been 
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1858.  reduced  to  a  net  sum  by  the  deductions  already  made. 
Hackkkt  ^^  7^"  ^^^  ^^  ^^  claiming  these  deductions  a  second 
Lambke-  ^™®  ^^  *  diflferent  fonn  7]  No ;  what  is  now  claimed  is 
TifklnL^  a  deduction,  not  in  respect  of  expences  incidental  to 
R«irt  the  property,  but  in  respect  of  so  much  of  the  annual 
amount  as  represents  what  is  made  by  the  tenant  as 
profits.  [Erk  J.  Surely  the  person  lettii^  is  not  to 
be  expected  to  give  a  bonus  to  the  tenant  for  taking. 
The  usual  allowances  made,  in  calculatii^  a  rent,  the 
rent  of  a  (arm  for  instance,  are  for  the  interest  on  capital, 
and  for  the  time  and  skill  expended  by  the  tenant  upon 
the  property.  Tou  contend  that  a  deduction  for  profit 
is  to  be  allowed  in  addition  to  these.  Have  you  any 
authori^  for  such  a  daim?]  In  Bex  v.  Joddrdl{a) 
(which  was  decided  before  the  passinf^  of  €  &  7  IF.  4. 
e.  96^  bat  which  is  nevertheless  an  authori^  so  fiur  as 
regards  the  pniper  test  for  ascertaining  the  rateable  value 
of  the  property  to  be  rated)  the  Court  recognise  the 
distinction  between  the  foil  annual  value,  whidi  includes 
both  landlords^  and  tenants*  piofits,  and  the  rent  or  rate- 
able value,  which  is  such  annual  value  less  the  tenant^s 
piofits  and  all  outgoii^  incident  to  the  tenure  of  the 
property.  [Cremptom.  J.  But  are  not  the  tenant"^  profits 
here  included  in  the  dedoctioQS  already  made?]  No;  in 
G^&dckiU  V.  TV  TVkitef  |t:.  it  is  expressly  found  that 
they  amount  to  92iL,  a  laiger  sum  than  the  segregate  of  the 
other  deductions  far  law  expeooes,  expmoes  of  coUect- 
ii^,  and  kisses  by  Doo-fAvmc  nL  [Lord  Cam^/bdl  C.  J. 
Rut  v«  JiMreK(c)  is  no  authority  for  the  deduction  of 
tenant^  profits  m  ^MiUm  to  the  oiber  deductions  allowed 
iMit^]  In  JbyuM  T.  Ccpei  (h\  which  was  decided 
after  the  passn^  of  stai.  6  &  T  H*.  4.  c  SS^  the  Court 

(«>  1  £.  f  jM.  4iV\  il>OS.-9.|>  £.  SS2.  414. 


XXL    VICTORIA.  59 

takes   the  same   distinction   as   in  Rex  v.  Joddrell{a)        ]S58. 
between  the  net  annual  value,  that  is  to  say,  the  rent      hacknky 
which   maj  be  commanded   for   the   occupation,  after      j.*"** 

allowing  for  all  outgoings  and  tenant's  profits,  and  the  ^.^^^^ 

gross  annual  value  of  the  property.  In  Rex  v.  Woking  (6),  muutioo  Rent 

Charges. 

Rex  V.  The  Tnutees  of  the  Duke  of  Bridgewater  (c),  and 
Regma  y.  Tlte  London  and  Soutii  Western  Railway  Com- 
poMg  (</),  a  deduction  for  tenant's  profits  was  held  good 
upon  the  same  principle. 

Mamsty^  for  the  respondents.  The  appellants  are  not 
eatided  to  these  furtlier  deductions,  which  have  already 
been  allowed  for  in  the  deductions  already  made  for 
ezpences  of  collection,  &c.  The  position  of  the  holder 
of  a  rent  charge  is  not  the  same  as  that  of  a  farmer : 
the  former  undergoes  no  risk,  expends  no  capitid,  and 
has  very  little  personal  trouble.  All  that  has  to  be 
deducted  from  the  annual  amount  of  a  rent  charge,  in 
order  to  induce  a  tenant  to  take  it,  is  the  amount  of 
actual  loss  and  actual  outgoing :  the  difference  represents 
the  rent  at  which  it  would  let.  In  every  calculation  of 
this  kind  the  particular  subject  matter  must  be  looked 
at :  the  net  value  in  the  present  case  is  arrived  at  easily, 
and  b  clearly  not  diminishable  by  the  .addition  of  the 
10  per  cent,  which  the  appellants  claim.  [Coleridge  J. 
If  the  owner  himself  held  the  rent  charge,  would  you 
not  have  to  deduct  something  for  hb  time  and  trouble, 
for  the  withdrawal  of  his  labour  from  other  matters,  as 
it  was  put  in  Regina  v.  Capel  {e)  ?]  The  Court  there 
declined  to  hold  that  there  was  any  difference  between 
the  position  of  the  owner  and  that  of  the  occupier.     But, 

(a)  \  B.f  AtL  403.  (6)  A  A,  ^  B,  40. 

(e)  9B.iC.  ()8.  (rf)  I  Q.  B.  56tt. 

(c)  12  A.  ^  E.  415. 
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1858.        '^^  ^^^  present  case,  the  time  and  trouble  of  either  owner 
~     ;         or  occupier  are   fully  allowed   for  in   the   deductions 
and  already  made. 

LUMBER-  ** 

HUB8T  Cur.  adv,  vulL 

Titbe  Com- 
mutation Rent 

Cbompton  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 

In  these  cases  the  question  was  as  to  the  application 
of  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act  to  the  case  of  a  clergy- 
man entitled  to  a  rent  charge  in  lieu  of  tithes,  and  the 
allowances  to  be  made  to  the  clergyman  in  assessing 
such  property. 

We  were  asked  whether,  in  addition  to  the  allowances 
to  which  he  had  been  held  entitled  on  a  former  occasion, 
he  was  entitled  to  "  a  further  reduction"  "  in  respect  of 
the  profit  which  a  tenant  farming  or  renting  the  said 
rent  charge  from  year  to  year  would  reasonably  consider 
to  be  an  adequate  inducement  to  him  to  take  a  demise  of 
such  rent  charge  from  year  to  year,  he  having  to  pay  such 
rent  in  full,  and  having  to  calculate  the  rent  charges 
according  to"  the  corn  *' averages  in  each  year,  and 
collect  the  same  by  two  collections  in  the  year." 

The  deductions  allowed  on  the  preceding  argument 
included  allowances  for  all  expences  of  collecting,  for  all 
bad  debts,  commission,  and  law  expences ;  and  it  is  now 
sought,  in  addition^  to  claim  a  sum  by  way  of  tenant's 
profits,  found  in  the  case  to  be  ten  per  cent 

We  find  it  impossible  to  say  that  the  tithe  owner  is 
necessarily  entitled  to  any  such  deduction  tit  addition 
to  the  deductions  formerly  allowed. 

The  Parochial  Assessment  Act  must  be  applied  to 
this  as  well  as  to  all  other  cases  of  the  same  kind :  and 
the  test  imposed  by  that  statute  is  the  amount  which 
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1858.  The   principle,    therefore,   on   which   we   think    the 

Hacknet  assessment  should  be  made  is,  that  the  rent  charge  is 

Lamber-  ^^  ^  assessed,  like  all  other  property,  according  to  what 

HUB8T  ii  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  for  from  year  to 

Tithe  Com"  o  •-  *  •/ 

mutation  Rent  year;  and,  in  deciding  upon  such  amount,  the  nature 
of  the  property  is  to  be  regarded^  And  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered whether  a  profit  can  be  looked  to  or  expected, 
as  in  the  case  of  farms :  and  whether,  in  each  ^particular 
case,  any  thing  over  the  ezpences  for  collecting  and  the 
allowances  for  bad  debts  and  law  expences  would  be 
necessary  to  induce  a  tenant  to  take. 

In  each  particular  case  of  the  kind  this  question  must 
be  for  the  persons  making  the  rate,  and  for  the  sessions 
on  appeal 

It  may  be  that  a  tenant  might  willingly  take  in  some 
cases  for  less  than  the  amount  which,  in  addition  to  an 
allowance  for  collection,  would  secure  him  positively 
against  all  risk  of  bad  debts  and  law  expences,  as  the 
profit  of  collection  itself  might  be  sufficiently  remune- 
rative to  the  party  taking,  and  the  other  losses  might  be 
treated  as  contingent. 

It  may  be  that  in  other  cases  persons  would  hesitate 
to  take  with  the  allowances  referred  to  without  something 
additional  in  the  way  of  profits.  And  we  think  that 
this  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  according  to 
the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case,  the  rule  in 
every  case  being  that  the  amount  must  be  ascertained 
as  that  at  which  a  tenant  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  take  from  year  to  year. 

My  brother  Coleridge^  who  formed  part  of  the  Court 
when  these  cases  were  argued,  has  seen  this  judgment, 
and  wishes  us  to  state  that  he  does  not  approve  of  iL 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 


T. 

Thompson. 
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1858.  on  the  supposition  that  the  garnishee  clauses  apply  only 
jQjjgy  to  cases  in  which  there  is  an  existing  debt,  though  it  may 
be  only  accruing.  On  that  principle  I  have  refused  to 
make  orders  attaching  rent  before  it  became  due,  and 
instalments  of  an  annuity  not  yet  due,  because  they  were 
not  yet  debts.] 

WiGHTMAN  J.  The  principle  established  in  Ex  parte 
Charles  {a)  was  that  unliquidated  damages  were  not  a 
debt  till  judgment.  Now  sect  61  empowers  us,  if  the 
judgment  creditor  shews  *^  that  any  other  person  is  in- 
debted to  the  judgment  debtor,"  to  attach  "  all  debts 
owing  or  accruing  from  such  third  person."  Mr.  Prentice 
relics  on  the  words  "  or  accruing :"  but  I  think  that  these 
words  are  intended  to  apply  to  those  cases  in  which  there 
is  debitum  in  prescnti  solvendum  in  futuro.  I  think 
that,  to  bring  the  case  within  the  statute,  there  must  be  a 
debt,  though  it  need  not  be  yet  due. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
must,  under  this  Act,  be  a  debt  as  much  as  in  bank- 
ruptcy. I  do  not  agree  that  the  use  of  the  word 
*^  accruing^'  makes  a  distinction  on  this  point ;  there  must 
be  a  debt,  though  it  may  be  not  yet  due :  and  so  there 
would  be,  therefore,  if  there  were  a  bankruptcy  prove - 
able  under  rebate.  I  have  always  acted  on  the  principle 
that  it  is  not  enough  to  shew  that  it  is  very  probable 
that  there  soon  will  be  a  debt,  but  that  it  must  be  shcvm 
that  there  is  a  debt,  though  it  need  not  be  yet  due. 

(No  other  Judge  was  present.) 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  14  East,  197. 
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1858.  that  he  might  be  arrested;  and,  though  the  plaintiffs' 

Stein  attorney  made  an  affidavit  in  answer  denying  any  coUu- 

Valkmi-  ^^^^  ^°  ^^  P*^  neither  of  the  plaintifis  nor  Smith  made 

HUTscH.  any  affidavit. 

H.  HawkinSf  for  hb  rule.  StaL  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110. «.  3. 
does  not  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  a  capias  as  a  matter  of  right, 
whenever  his  debtor  is  within  England  and  about  to 
quit  it;  the  statute  leaves  the  Court  a  discretion  to 
grant  or  refuse  it ;  Hitchcock  v.  Hunter  {a) ;  and,  if  there 
be  a  discretion  under  any  circumstances,  the  Court  will 
exercise  it  in  &vour  of  a  defendant  under  such  circum- 
stances as  these.     A  rule  Nisi  being  granted, 

T.  Jones  (of  the  Northern  Circuit)  shewed  cause  in  the 
first  instance.  In  Larchin  v.  ffWan  (b)  the  rule  is  laid 
down  that  if  the  defendant  is  about  to  leave  the  kingdom 
for  some  very  temporary  purpose  the  case  is  not  within 
the  statute :  but,  as  Alderson  B.  says,  ^^  if  he  is  going  for 
such  a  purpose,  or  for  such  a  length  of  time,  as  that  he  is 
not  likely  to  be  forthcoming  when  the  plaintiff,  by  the 
ordinary  course  of  law  proceedings,  would  be  entitled 
to  judgment,  and  to  have  his  body  in  execution,  he  has 
a  right  to  prevent  his  departure.**  That  is  consistent 
with  Hitchcock  ▼.  Hunter  {a%  and  is  applicable  here. 
l^Crompton  J.  In  Larchin  v.  Jfinan{b)  the  point  was 
whether  it  was  shewn  that  the  defendant  was  about  to 
leave  the  kingdom ;  no  question  as  to  abuse  of  process 
was  before  the  Court  Can  you  shew  that,  whenever 
the  body  of  the  debtor  b  within  the  kingdom,  though 

(a)  5  JmHsi,  770.  (6)  A  M.  ^  W.  351. 
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1858.        ^  much  effect  as  if  there  were  an  express  promise. 

Steuj  I"  Hitchcock  V.  Hunter  (a)  this  Court,  after  considera- 
Valken        *'^"'  thought  the  statute  not  imperative.     If  we  have  a 

HUI8EN.  discretion  (and  I  do  not  doubt  the  authority  of  that  case), 
this  is  a  case  for  the  exercise  of  it.  But  I  proceed  on 
the  ground  that  a  party  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  own 
fraud. 

Crompton  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether 
there  is  a  discretion  in  a  Judge  or  not.  There  is  no 
doubt  that,  when  it  is  made  out  that  the  debtor  is  about 
to  leave  the  country,  a  Judge  in  "general  ought  to  make 
the  order.  But  there  may  arise  cases  in  which  the 
amount  of  damages,  and  the  length  of  time  the  party  is 
about  to  remain  abroad,  and  other  things,  are  such  as 
to  make  it  hard  to  arrest  the  party ;  and  this  leads  me 
to  think  that  there  may  be  a  discretion,  in  a  proper 
case,  to  refuse  an  order.  But  in  the  present  case  the 
proi^ess  of  the  Court  has  been  abused.  The  debtor, 
being  a  foreigner  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  is  by  a 
concerted  trick,  amounting  to  a  fraud,  brought  within  it 
I  think  that  the  plaintiffs,  being  parties  to  such  a  fraudu- 
lent abuse  of  our  process,  are  prevented  by  a  personal 
disability  from  availing  themselves  of  the  Act.  I  doubt 
much  also  whether  a  foreigner,  brought  into  the  country 
in  this  manner,  can  fairly  be  said  to  be  about  to  quit 
England  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  And  the  case 
is  the  stronger  as  the  debt,  debtor,  residence  and  every- 
thing is  foreign.  But  this  rule  is  absolute  on  the  ground 
that  our  process  is  abused. 

(No  other  Judge  was  present) 

(«)  5  JWm/,  77a 
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1858.  Monk  and  A.  J.  Johnston  now  shewed  cause.  Stat.  5  &  6 

The  Queen  W.  4.  c,  5.  «.  23.  enacts  that  no  road  made  or  hereafter 
Justices  of  ^o  l>e  made  by  and  at  the  expence  of  any  individual 
Dkbbtshibe.  « g(j^||  jjg  deemed  or  taken  to  be  a  highway  which  the 
inhabitants  of  any  parish  shall  be  compellable  or  liable 
to  repair,  unless  the  person"  "proposing  to  dedicate  such 
highway  to  the  use  of  the  public  shall  give  three  calendar 
months  previous  notice  in  writing  to  the  surveyor  of  the 
parish  of  his  intention  to  dedicate  such  highway  to  the 
use  of  the  public,  describing  its  situation  and  extent,  and 
shall  have  made  or  shall  make  the  same  in  a  substantial 
manner  and  of  the  width  required  by  this  Act,  and  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  said  surveyor  and  of  any  two 
justices  of  the  peace  of  the  division  in  which  such 
highway  is  situate  in  petty  sessions  assembled,  who  are 
hereby  required,  on  receiving  notice  from  such  person," 
"  to  view  the  same,  and  to  certify  that  such  highway  has 
been  made  in  a  substantial  manner,  and  of  the  width 
required  by  this  Act,  at  the  expence  of  the  party 
requiring  such  view,  which  certificate  shall  be  enrolled 
at  the  Quarter  Sessions  holden  next  after  the  granting 
thereof,  then  and  in  such  case,  after  the  said  highway 
shall  have  been  used  by  the  public,  and  duly  repaired 
and  kept  in  repair  by  the  said  person"  "  for  the  space  of 
twelve  calendar  months,  such  highway  shall  for  ever 
thereafter  be  kept  in  repair  by  the  parish  in  which  it  is 
situate :  provided  nevertheless,  that  on  receipt  of  such 
notice  as  aforesaid  the  surveyor  of  the  said  parish  shall 
call  a  vestry  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  of  such  parish,  and 
if  such  vestry  shall  deem  such  highway  not  to  be  of  suffi- 
cient utility  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  to  justify 
its  being  kept  in  repair  at  the  expence  of  the  said  parish, 
any  one  justice  of  the  peace,  on  the  application  of  the  said 
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1868.        by  ^^6  special  sessions  of  the  surveyor's  accountSy  either 

Tbe  Queen     ^°^®r  sects.  48,  80,  of  the  old  Highway  Act,  13  G.  3. 

Justices  of     ^'  ^®* '  ^^  ^'  ^^  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  York" 

DBBBY8HIB*.  MiVtf  (fl),  A?x  V.  MUchell  (h)  \  or  under  sects.  44,  105,  of 

the  present  Highway  Act  (5  &  6  W.  ^.  c.  50.);  Regina 

▼.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {c\  Regina  v.  Justices 

of  Leicestershire  {d). 

Bodeuy  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  order  against 
which  the  appeal  was  made  was  a  determination  of  the 
justices  within  the  very  words  of  sect  105.  It  is  said, 
however,  that  a  particular  method  of  relief  is  given  by 
the  Act.  That  might  be  so  if  the  justices  at  special 
sessions  sat  in  appeal  from  a  previous  decision  :  but  the 
whole  proceedings,  up  to  the  time  when  the  parties  come 
before  the  special  sessions,  are  ex  parte.  Tbe  decisions 
in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  {a) 
and  Rex  v.  Mitchell  (b)  partly  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  the  surveyor's  accounts  were,  by  the  act  then  in 
force,  to  be  allowed  by  one  justice,  and,  in  case  he  was 
not  satisfied,  by  the  special  sessions.  It  was  thought 
that  this  was  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal.  This  reason 
did  not  exist  under  stat  5  &  6  ^.  4.  r.  50. :  but  this 
Court,  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (c), 
gave  another  reason.  Lord  Denman^  in  delivering  judg- 
ment, says  {e) :  "  The  provision  made  for  the  surveyor's 
handing  over  the  accounts  after  they  should  have  been 
settled  and  allowed  by  the  special  sessions  shewed  that 
the  Legislature  did  not  intend  the  general  appeal  clause 
to  apply ;"    and  he  adds,  that  the  justices  at   special 

(a)  6  T.  R.  629.  (6)  5  T,  R.  701. 

(<f)  1  Q.  B.  624.  (c/)  8  E,  ^  B,  557. 

(e)   1  Q.  fi.  628. 


74  EASTER  TERM. 

1858.  Crompton  J.     We  ought  to  let  the  writ  go  unless 

Th  OuE^iT  ^^  think  clearly  that  there  is  no  right     Now  I  have  a 
7-  strong  opinion   that   the   appeal   does   lie.     The  only 

Dekbyshirb.  difficulty  arises  fix)m  the  decisions  cited,  which  are  on  a 
different  section.  I  do  not  think  we  should  be  justified 
in  refusing  the  writ  because  of  those  decisions,  which 
are  distinguishable  on  the  grounds  adverted  to.  I  think 
the  decisions  in  Bex  v.  Hie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (a) 
and  Rex  v.  AKtchell  (ft)  were  clearly  right,  on  the  ground 
that,  under  the  Act  there  in  question,  if  there  had 
been  an  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  it  would  have 
been  a  second  appeal.  The  decision  in  the  later  case 
of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (c)  seems  to 
have  been  partly  on  the  principle  of  construing  the 
new  Act  as  following  out  the  old  enactment,  and  partly 
on  the  ground  of  special  powers  being  given  to  the 
special  sessions  investigating  the  surveyor's  accounts. 
But,  under  the  section  now  before  us,  I  think  Mr. 
Boden  is  clearly  right  in  saying  that  the  proceeding 
before  the  vestry  is  not  judicial  at  all,  and  that  the  first 
and  only  judicial  determination  is  that  of  the  justices 
in  special  sessions.  If  no  appeal  lies  against  that  to  the 
Quarter  Sessions,  there  is  no  appeal  at  all.  The  argu- 
ment was,  that  the  grievance  of  the  party  was  the  refusal 
f  of  the  vestry,  against  which  an  appeal  lay  to  the  special 

sessions;  but  I  think  that  the  grievance  against  which 
sect  105  gives  an  appeal  is  a  judicial  determination 
against  which  no  other  relief  is  given. 

(No  other  Judge  was  present) 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  6  r.  R,  629.  (6)  5  T.  R,  701. 

(c)  1  Q  B,  624. 
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1858.        legal  and  equitable,  of  him  the  said  James  McLean  in, 
Watson      ^^  ^^  ^ut  of  the  said  assigned  premises  and  every  part 
McLean,      thereof:  To  have  and  to  hold  "  &c.     And  McLean  did, 
by  those  presents,  ^^irrevocably  nominate,  constitute  and 
appoint"  the  plaintifis,  their  executors,  &c.,  "  his  true 
and  lawful  attorney  and  attorneys,  in  the  name  of  him, 
the  said  James  McLean^  to  ask,  demand,  sue  for,  recover, 
receive,  of  and  from  all  and  every  person  or  persons 
indebted  or  liable  unto  him,  the  goods,  wares,  merchan- 
dizes, sums  of  money,  debts  and  effects  which  now  are 
due,  owing  or  belonging  to  him,"  and  to  give  receipts 
and  discharges,  "  and  also  to  state,  settle  and  adjust,  with 
any  debtor  or  creditor  of  him,  the  said  James  McLean^ 
any  accounts  or  transactions  now  pending  or  unsettled,'* 
and   to   agree    on    the   value   of  securities  holden  by 
McLeans  creditors  or  concur  in  selling  them,  and  to 
refer  disputed  claims  and  give  time  for  payment,  to 
appoint  attorneys,   ^^and   generally  to   make,   do   and 
execute  any  other  matter  or  act,  deed,  matter  or  thing 
whatsoever,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering,  receiving  or 
obtaining  payment  of  the  moneys  and  debts,  and  posses- 
sion and  delivery  of  the  goods  and  effects  intended  to 
be  hereby  assigned,  as  he  the  said  James  McLean  might 
or  could  have  done  if  these  presents  had  not  been  made." 
There  was  also  a  proviso  that,  if  all  creditors  whose  debts 
amounted   respectively  to  10/.  did   not  assent   in  two 
calendar  months,  or  within  such  time  as  the  trustees 
should  in  writing  appoint,  those  presents  should  be  void, 
without  prejudice  to  acts  antecedently  done.    The  policy 
in  question  was  not  specified  in  the  assignment ;  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  ignorant  of  its  existence  till  after  James 
McLean^s  death.     James  McLean  out  of  his  own  moneys 
paid  the  premium  which  became  due  in  1857,  after  the 
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1858. 


Watson 

▼. 
McLean. 


[exch.  ch.  trinity  vacation. 

and  there  seems   no  doubt  but   that   this  policy  was 
included  in  the  assignment 

Crompton  J.  I  also  think  it  clear  that  the  assign- 
ment passed  the  property  in  the  policy  as  part  of  the 
assignor's  personal  estate.  Though  the  right  of  action  at 
law  remained  in  the  assignor,  the  property  in  the  policy 
passed  at  law.  For  a  moment  I  doubted  as  to  this ;  but 
I  think  it  clear  that  trover  may  be  maintained.  And 
there  is  no  point  as  to  the  damages ;  for  the  money  was 
actually  obtained  by  the  conversion. 


(No  other  Judge  was  present.) 


Rule  refused. 


[  Tkur§dag, 
June  i7th.] 


For 
note 
p.  75. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


marginal       A  N  appeal  having  been  brought  against  the  'decision 

of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  refusing  the 
rule  in  this  cause,  Edward  James  now  moved  in  this 
Court  for  a  rule  Nisi  on  a  case  containing  the  statements 
mentioned  in  the  report  of  the  case  below,  ante,  p.  75. 


Edward  JameSy  for  his  rule.  The  testator  did  not 
intend  to  assign  the  policy.  \^Cochburn  C.  J.  Suppose 
he  bad  intended  to  do  so,  what  words  would  he  have 
used  other  than  these  ?]  Even  if  he  did  so  intend,  the 
words  are  not  sufficient.  If  the  assignment  does  not 
authorize  the  creditors  to  pay  the  premiums,  the  policy 
would  drop.     The  policy  creates  no  debt :  it  is  in  the 


HcLkaii. 


80  [exch.  ch.  trinity  vacation. 

1858.  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  grant  were  of  all  the  grantor's  goods  and 
^^^^jj  chattels  in  a  specified  box,  obligations  in  that  box  would 
pass  by  reason  of  the  expressed  special  reference.  In 
fFard  y.  Audland  (a)  Lord  Langdale  M.  R.  held  that  a 
Yoluntary  assignment  of  a  policy  of  assurance  retained 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignor  without  notice  to  the  grantor 
of  the  policy  was  not  efiectual,  so  as  to  enable  the 
assignee  to  enforce  it.  All  that  would  pass  here  would, 
at  the  utmost,  be  an  equitable  interest ;  a  chose  in  action 
not  being  assignable  at  law.  Supposing  the  document 
to  have  passed,  the  damages  must  be  only  nominal. 
The  plaintifls,  by  the  allied  conversion,  have  lost  only 
the  power  of  going  into  equity. 

C  Milteardy  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  This  case  appears  to  me  to  be  a 
very  clear  one.  Here  is  an  assignment  executed  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  expressed  in  the  largest  and 
most  comprehensive  terms  possible.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  legal  interest  in  the  instrument  of  assur- 
ance passed  by  this,  and  that  an  interest  in  the  contract 
contained  in  the  instrument  passed  in  equity.  Therefore 
in  no  point  of  view  was  the  executrix  of  the  assignor 
entitled  to  receive  the  proceeds  of  the  policy:  not  in 
equity,  because  the  assignment  passed  the  equiuble 
interest ;  not  in  law,  because  the  legal  interest  in  the 
instrument  passed.  I  think  therefore  that,  having  re- 
ceived the  money  unlawfully,  she  is  liable  to  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  But,  independently  of 
that,  the  trustees,  under  the  assignment,  were  entitled 

(a)  8  Beao,  201.     See,  ts  to  the  chatteb  assigned,  M'ard  v.  AtuOand^ 
16  Bt,  ^  W.  862. 
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1858.        some  or  one  of  themy  claim  to  be  entitled,  and  to  eject 

Ellim       ^'^  other  persons  therefrom." 

Eluss  ^^  '^®  ^"^'»  before   Williams  J.,  at  the  last  Essex 

Assizes,  it  appeared  that  Mary  Elliss  devised  "  my  two 
undivided  third  parts  or  shares,  and  all  other  my  estate, 
right  and  interest  whatsoever,  of,  in  and  to  all  that  mes- 
suage," &c.  to  her  '^  sons  John  and  Richman^  and  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  absolutely  and  for  ever."  Mary  EUiss 
died ;  and  John  Elliss  and  Richman  Elliss  survived 
her.  Afterwards  John  died,  leaving  Richman  surviving, 
through  whom  the  present  defendant,  his  son,  claimed, 
by  purchase  from  Sarah  Elliss,  the  widow  and  devisee 
in  fee  of  Richman  Elliss  the  father.  For  the  plaintiffs 
evidence  was  given  that  John  Elliss  had  severed  the 
joint  tenancy  by  executing  a  deed,  on  26th  March^  1845, 
conveying  bis  interest  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of 
Elizabeth  Elliss,  John  ElUss*s  wife,  for  life,  with  power 
to  her  to  appoint  the  fee  by  will,  and,  in  default  of 
appointment,  to  the  heirs  of  John  Elliss.  John  Elliss 
also,  on  the  same  day,  made  bis  will,  devising  thereby 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Elizabeth  EUiss. 
After  his  death,  Elizabeth  Elliss,  by  will,  devised  all 
her  real  estate,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  the 
present  plaintiffs,  and  to  their  heirs,  habendum  to  them 
and  to  their  heirs  in  equal  parts,  share  and  share  alike, 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants.  She 
died  without  revoking  or  altering  this  will. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended:  first,  that  the 
two  plaintiffs,  being  tenants  in  common,  could  not 
recover  their  several  shares  in  this  action ;  and,  secondly, 
that  at  any  rate  there  was  no  evidence  that  Elizabeth 
Elliss  had  power  to  devise  or  appoint  more  than  one 
half  of  two  thirds  of  the  premises.     A  verdict  was  found 
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1858. 


April  21st 


Randall  and  another  against  Raper. 


Declaration 
charged  that 
defendant  had 
sold  to  plaintiff 
seed  barley, 
warranting  it 
to  be  of  a 
particular 
quality,  but 
had  delivered 
seed  barley  of 
an  inferior 
quality :  and 
it  alleged,  as 
special  da- 
mage, that 
plaintiff,  rely- 
ing on  the 
warranty,  had 
sold  the  seed 
barley  with  a 
similar  war- 
ranty to  T., 
who  had  sown 
it  and  had 
thereby  ob- 
tained a  crop 
inferior  to  that 
which  would 
have  been 
produced  by 
seed  barley  of 
the  quality 
warrant 
and 
damages  which 


T^HE  first  count  charged  that  defendant,  by  warranting 


thirty  quarters  of  seed  barley  to  be  then  chevalier 
seed  barley,  sold  the  same  to  plaintiffs  at  and  for  a 
certain  price,  to  wit  IZ.  2s.  6d.  per  quarter,  which  plain- 
tiffs paid  him :  yet  the  said  seed  barley  was  not  then 
chevalier  seed  barley ;  and  plaintiffs,  being  corn-factors, 
and  having  purchased  the  said  seed  barley  of  defendant 
in  the  way  of  plaintiffs'  said  trade  for  the  purpose  of 
reselling,  did,  without  having  any  notice  or  knowledge 
of  the  said  breach  of  warranty,  and  believing  the  said 
seed  barley  to  be  chevalier  seed  barley,  resell  a  portion 
of  the  same  to  one  William  Townsend,  and  another 
portion  of  the  same  to  one  James  Dinsetty  and  another 
portion  of  the  same  to  one  William  Joslin^  and  another 
portion  of  the  same  to  one  Wilson  Lucking :  and  plain- 
tiffs so  resold  those  portions  to  those  persons  respectively, 
at  and  for  divers  prices,  by  warranting  the  same  to  be 
chevalier  seed  barley,  when  in  fact  it  was  not  chevalier 
8o"incurred  ®^^^  barley :  and  those  persons  respectively,  not  knowing 
th^Trt"^"^**  or  having  any  notice  of  that  fact,  sowed  the  same  on 
was  liable  to      their  respective  lands  as  and  for  chevalier  seed  barley ; 

make  good.  '  "* 

Defendant      and  the  Same,  not  being  chevalier  seed  barley,  yielded 

having  suffered 
judgment  by 

default,  it  was  proved,  on  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  inquiry  for  damages,  that  the  sale  by 
plaintiff  had  taken  place  as  alleged  ;  and  evidence  was  given  of  the  pecuniary  amount  of 
the  values  of  the  crop  obtained  and  the  crop  which  would  have  been  produced  by  !(ced  barley 
of  the  quality  warranted  It  further  appeared  that  the  plaintifis*  vendee  bad  claimed  from 
him  compensation,  which  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  make  ;  but  no  sum  had  been  agreed 
upon,  and  no  payment  actually  made. 

Held  that,  in  assessing  the  damages,  the  jury  ought  to  include  the  amount  to  which  they 
considered  the  plaintiff  had  become  liable  to  his  vendee  in  respect  of  the  difference  of  the 
crops.     WightitMH  J.  dubitantc. 
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1858.  1*he  defendant  pleaded  two  pleas,  bat  afterwards  with- 

ti^xiiALL  drew  them  under  a  Judge's  order ;  and  judgment  by 
default  was  signed ;  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  issued  to  assess 
the  damages. 

On  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  inquiry,  before  the 
deputy  sheriff  of  Essexy  on  8th  April  1858,  it  was  agreed 
that  the  difference  in  price  between  chevalier  seed  barley 
and  the  seed  bariey  delivered  was  I  Of.  per  quarter,  or 
15L  for  the  thirty  quarters.  Evidence  was  then  given 
of  the  sales  by  the  plaintifis,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration : 
and  it  was  proved  that  the  loss  to  the  parties  who  had 
purchased  from  the  plaintifis,  by  reason  of  the  difference 
in  their  crops,  was  in  all  26R  7«.  Gdl  These  parchasers 
had  made  claims  upon  the  plaintifis  for  compensation ; 
and  the  plaintifis  had  agreed  to  satisfy  them:  but  no 
amount  had  been  fixed ;  nor  had  any  sum  been  paid. 

The  deputy  sheriff  directed  a  verdict  for  261/.  7s.  6</., 
reserving  leave  for  defendant  to  move  to  reduce  the 
verdict  to  15/1 

BoviU  now  moved  to  reduce  the  damage  to  1521,  in 
pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved,  or  to  set  aside  the 
execution  of  the  writ,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection 
and  of  the  verdict  being  against  the  evidence.  There 
ought  not  to  have  been  any  allowance  for  damages  in 
respect  of  the  plaintifis  having  agreed  to  make  com- 
pensation to  their  vendees:  the  amount  of  the  com* 
pensation  is  not  ascertained :  indeed  the  claim  itself  is 
not  definite.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  If  there  is  a  pro- 
bability of  loss  in  that  respect,  the  jury,  it  should  seem, 
may  estimate  that.]  The  damage  ought  to  be  such  as, 
according  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  would  arise 
naturally  from  the  breach  of  the  contract  between  the 


88  EASTER  TERM. 

1858.        Campbell  C.  J.     Those  damages  were  uDcertain.]     ^Fhe 


Randall      damages  claimed  here  are  equally  so.     [Cromptan  J. 

Raper.  referred  to  Waters  v.  Towers  (a),  cited  in  Hadley  v. 
Baxetidak  (b).']  In  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to 
deliver  goods  at  a  specified  time,  the  measure  of  the 
damages  is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  either  the  market  price  at  the  time  specified,  or, 
if  the  purchaser  have  sold  over,  the  price  at  which  he 
has  so  sold :  but  the  anticipated  profits  which  such  pur- 
chaser's vendee  might  have  made  cannot  be  taken  into 
account ;  Peterson  v.  Ayre  (c).  That  is  the  rule  upon 
which  the  present  defendant  insists.  The  question  of 
the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  was 
much  discussed  in  Clare  v.  Maynard  (rf).  [  Wightman  J. 
That  was  the  case  of  the  loss  of  a  bargain :  the  claim 
here  is  in  respect  of  a  liability  incurred.  But  do  you 
contend  that,  if  the  pUintiffs  had  actually  paid  money 
in  satisfaction  of  that  liability,  they  could  not  have  re- 
covered it  in  this  action  ?]  The  authorities  go  as  far  as 
that 

Lord  (yAMFBELL  C.J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this 
case  there  should  be  no  rule.  The  defendant  contends, 
in  the  first  place,  that,  even  if  the  plaintiffs  bad  actually 
paid  to  the  subvendees  the  amount  of  the  damage  suffered 
by  these  latter,  the  money  so  paid  could  not  have  been 
recovered  in  this  action.  But  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  in  that  case  the  plaintiffs,  being  compelled  to  pay 
these  damages  to  the  subvendees  for  breach  of  a  war- 
ranty similar  to  that  given  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiffs,  would   have   been   entitled   to  recover  such 

(a;    B  Exch,  401.  (6)  9  Exch.  341. 

(c)  13  Com,  ^.  353.  {d)  6  A.  ^  E.  h\9. 
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1858.  a  warranty  is  that,  the  barley  which  has  been  delivered 
R^guj^ij,  having  been  sown  and  not  being  chevalier  barley,  an 
Rapkb  inferior  crop  has  been  produced.  This  damage  naturally 
results  from  the  breach  of  the  warranty :  and  the  ordi- 
nary measure  of  it  would  be  the  difference  in  value 
between  the  inferior  crop  produced  and  that  which 
would  have  been  produced  from  chevalier  barley :  that 
is  not  inconsbtent  with  Hadleyyr.  Bazendak(a),  But 
then  it  is  said  that  here  the  plaintifis  have  made  no 
actual  payment;  so  that,  if  they  recovered  such  damages 
in  this  action,  they  might  put  them  into  their  own 
pockets  without  paying  the  sub-vendees.  But  I  think 
that  the  true  rule  is,  that  a  liability  to  loss  is  sufficient 
to  give  the  party  liable  a  title  to  recover. 

Crompton  J.  Taking  the  narrowest  rule  as  to  the 
probable  and  necessary  consequences  of  a  breach  of 
contract,  these  damages  fall  within  it.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  the  plaintifis  have  here  only  incurred  a  liability, 
and  have  made  no  payment  But  I  entirely  deny  that 
payment  is  necessary  to  entitle  a  party  to  recover.  Lia- 
bility alone  is  sufficient  It  has  always  been  customary 
to  state,  in  the  allegation  of  special  damage,  '*  whereby 
the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  pay :"  I  recollect  a  discus- 
sion once  arising,  whether  an  allegation  ^*  whereby  the 
plaintiff  paid"  was  sufficient  without  an  allegation 
**  whereby  the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  pay  :**  but  I 
do  not  recollect  a  discussion  whether  the  latter  allega- 
tion was  sufficient  without  the  former.  In  actions  for 
bodily  injuries,  the  liability  to  pay  the  surgeon's  bill  is 
always  allowed  as  an  item  in  the  damages.     It  is  quite 

(a)  9  Exch  34 1. 
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1858.  and  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sam  of  5/L,  and,  in  default  of 
Cattell  immediate  payment,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of 
lacsoH.  correction  at  Leicester  in  the  said  county  of  Leicester^ 
and  there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  one 
calendar  month."  The  case  then  stated  that  the  de- 
fendant had  required  a  case,  which  the  justices  stated  as 
follows. 

^  At  the  hearing  of  the  said  information,  and  on  the 
close  of  the  informant's  case,  Mr.  Stephen  Mash^  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant  Mr.  John  CattelU  tendered 
the  said  defendant  John  CatteU  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness 
in  his  own  behalf,  and  contended  that  the  defendant 
was  so  entitled  to  be  put  upon  his  oath,  and  to  be  exa- 
mined and  give  evidence  under  the  statute  of  14  &  15 
ViH.  c.  99.  s.  2. :  and  Mr.  M^ash  contended  that  the 
words  of  exception,  occturing  in  the  third  section  of  the 
statute,  *  or  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  convic- 
tion,' must  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  preceding 
words  *  any  criminal  proceeding  ;*  and  that,  in  order  to 
exclude  the  defendant,  the  offence  punishable  on  sum- 
mary conviction  must  be  of  a  criminal  natiu^,  which 
this  was  not.  Mr.  Mash  also  cited  the  case  of  7^ 
Attorney  General  v.  RadUff"^  {a\  &c.  "  The  gentleman 
who  appeared  in  support  of  the  information  contended, 
on  the  other  hand,  first,  that  this  was  an  offence  punish- 
able on  summary  conviction,  and  for  which  no  private 
redress  could  be  had,  and  that  criminal  proceedings 
include  an  offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  third  section  of  the  said  statute 
cleariy  renders  the  defendant  incompetent  to  be  a 
witness  either  for  or  against  himself. 

(«}   10  Extk.  84. 


Ibkson. 
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1858.  proceeding  was  under  stat.  1  &  2  fV.4.c.  32.,  sect.  23 
Cattell  ^^  which  enacts  that,  if  any  person  shall  use  any  engine 
or  instrument  for  killing  or  taking  game,  he  **  not  being 
authorized  to  do  so  for  want  of  a  game  certificate,  he 
shall,  on  conviction  thereof  before  two  justices  of  the 
peace,  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  such  offence  such  sum 
of  money,  not  exceeding  5/.,  as  to  the  said  justices  shall 
seem  meet,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  conviction." 
This,  therefore,  is  a  summary  *' conviction "  for  an 
**  offence,"  by  the  words  of  the  section.  By  sect.  38, 
the  justices  may  adjudge  that  the  sum  be  paid  immedi- 
ately, or  within  such  period  as  they  shall  think  fit,  *'and 
that  in  default  of  payment  at  the  time  appointed  such 
person  shall  be  imprisoned  in  the  common  gaol  or  house 
of  correction  (with  or  without  hard  labour),  as  to  the 
justice  or  justices  shall  seem  meet,  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  two  calendar  months  where  the  amount  to  be 
paid,  exclusive  of  costs,  shall  not  amount  to  51^  and  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  three  calendar  months  in  any 
other  case,  the  imprisonment  to  cease  in  each  of  the  cases 
aforesaid  upon  payment  of  the  amount  and  costs."  The 
proceeding  has  thus  all  the  characteristics  of  a  '*  crimi- 
nal proceeding,"  which  no  doubt  is  necessary  in  order  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  exception  in  sect  3  of  staL 
14  &  15  Vict  c.  99.  In  Attorney  General  v.  Radloff{a) 
the  Coiu't  of  Exchequer  was  equally  divided  on  the 
question  whether  a  party  could  be  a  witness  on  his  own 
behalf  against  whom  an  information  was  filed  by  the 
Attorney  General  for  the  recovery  of  penalties  for 
smuggling  under  sects.  46  and  82  of  stat  8  &  9  VicL 
e.  87.  The  Judges  who  thought  the  evidence  admis- 
sible did  so  on  the  ground  that  they  considered  that 

(a)  10  Bsck.  84. 
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1858.        in  default  of  payment.     This  cannot  be  considered  as 
Cattell      constituting  a  crime.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     Where  a 

Ireson.  statute  forbids  an  act,  it  is  an  indictable  crime  to  do 
that  act,  unless  where  a  specific  penalty  is  imposed.] 
But  not  where  a  specific  penalty  is  imposed,  as  here. 
The  act  which  is  the  subject  of  this  information  is 
neither  a  felony  nor  a  misdemeanor.  The  iaiprisonment 
is  imposed,  not  for  the  act,  but  for  the  non-payment :  it 
is  analogous  to  a  ca.  sa.  for  a  debt.  {^Crompton  J.  It 
may  be  imprisonment  with  hard  labour.]  The  utmost 
inference  that  can  be  drawn  from  that  is  that  it  is  a 
crime  not  to  pay  the  penalty ;  not  that  it  is  a  crime 
to  do  the  act  for  which  the  penalty  is  imposed.  The 
penalty  proves  no  more  than  would  be  proved  by  a 
penalty  recoverable  in  a  qui  tam  action.  Formerly  a 
fine  was  payable  to  the  Crown  upon  a  judgment  against 
the  defendant  in  an  action  of  trespass ;  and  he  might 
also  be  imprisoned  &c.  (a).  Under  sect.  24  a  penalty  is 
imposed  for  having  in  possession  an  egg  of  a  wild  duck, 
teal,  &c.,  taken  on  land  by  any  person  not  having  a 
right  to  kill  game  there  :  but  it  would  be  extravagant  to 
suppose  that  this  possession  was  made  criminal.  [Cromp' 
ton  J.  Upon  a  proceeding  under  the  bastardy  laws  the 
putative  father  is  admitted  as  a  witness  in  his  own  case. 
IVeUby,  That  is  because  the  proceeding,  being  insti* 
tuted  by  the  mother,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  civil  proceeding.] 
It  is  obvious  that,  if  the  lessee  of  land  kills  game  which 
has  been  reserved  by  the  lease  to  the  lessor,  it  is  merely 
a  case  of  breach  of  contract.  But,  whether  there  be  a 
breach  of  contract  or  a  trespass,  the  remedy  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  civil  remedy :  and  it  cannot  be  allowed  that 

(a)  Biifore  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  ^  Af.  c.  12.    See  Beecher's  Case,  8  Rep.  58  a. 
d9b. 
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1858.  criminal  proceeding  for  an  offence  punishable  on  sum- 
Cattell  niary  conviction.  If  any  person  shall  use  an  engine  for 
Ibmon.  tal^iDg game^  not  being  authorized  by  certificate,  ''he  shall, 
on  conviction  thereof  before  two  justices  of  peace,  forfeit 
and  pay  for  every  such  offence  such  sum''  &c. :  and,  by 
sect  38,  in  default  of  payment,  he  *^  shall  be  imprisoned 
in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,"  and  that 
**  with  or  without  hard  labour/*  I  see  that  the  Legislature 
has  there  made  the  act  a  crime,  punishable  by  fine  or 
imprisonment.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  an  order  in 
bastardy,  where  the  mother  takes  the  proceeding  for  the 
purpose,  not  of  punishing  the  immorality,  but  of  obtain- 
ing support  for  the  child :  nor  is  it  like  a  fiscal  proceed- 
ing, nor  like  a  proceeding  for  a  civil  right,  nor  like  a 
proceeding  before  a  magistrate  for  a  wrong  done  to  the 
party  applying.  I  do  not  proceed  on  the  ground  that 
sect  23  uses  the  word  ''offence,"  but  on  the  ground 
that  it  treats  the  act  as  an  offence.  That  being  so,  was 
not  this  proceeding  instituted,  for  an  act  punishable  on 
summary  conviction,  to  punish  a  person  who  had  violated 
the  statute  and  was  punishable  for  that  ?  I  cannot  be 
bound  by  any  opinion  I  may  form  of  the  morality  of  that 
act :  but  I  must  see  what  it  is  that  the  Legislature  has 
chosen  to  punish.  Now  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
that  which  sect.  23  forbids  is  treated  by  the  Legislature 
as  a  crime ;  and  the  enactment  has  in  view  the  punish- 
ment of  the  offender.  If  that  is  not  what  the  statute 
does,  I  really  do  not  know  what  words  would  do  it : 
certainly  my  brother  Hayes  has  not  told  us. 

(WiOHTMAN  J.  had  left  the  Court) 

Erle  J.     1  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  criminal 
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to  an  extent,  I  presume,  equivalent  to  a  fine.  My 
brother  Hayes  says  that  the  imprisonment  is  only  by 
way  of  punishment  for  the  failure  to  pay.  I  think  that 
is  not  so ;  but  that  the  effect  of  the  enactment  is  that, 
if  the  party  convicted  cannot  pay,  an  imprisonment  is 
to  be  awarded  adequate  to  the  offence.  My  brother 
Hayes  says  that  in  an  action  of  trespass  the  party  would 
be  allowed  to  be  a  witness :  but  this  proceeding  has  a 
different  object.  The  action  of  trespass  is  brought  in 
respect  of  damage  done  to  the  plaintiff:  but  the  pro- 
ceeding under  this  statute  is  for  the  offence  of  meddling 
with  game;  and  nothing  is  recovered.  There  is  an 
absurdity,  as  my  brother  Erie  has  pointed  out,  in 
putting  a  man  into  the  box  and  asking  him  whether 
he  has  committed  the  offence:  yet  he  would  be  com- 
pellable to  answer  if  he  were  competent  to  give  evi- 
dence for  himself.  I  am  of  opinion,  without  any  doubt 
at  all,  that  this  is  a  criminal  proceeding  for  an  offence 
punishable  on  summary  conviction ;  and  that  the  magis- 
trates were  right 

Appeal  dismissed. 


ApHl  2Ut. 


Where  an 
appeal  is  de- 
termined, at 
Quarter  Ses- 
rions,  by  ma- 
gistrates some 
of  whom  are 
interested  in 
the  matter,  the 
proceeding  is 
null ;  and  the 
proper  course 
IS  to  quash  it 
on  certiorari. 


In  the  matter  of  Hopkins. 

JET  S.  GTFFARD,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term  (A&- 
vember  23d,  1857),  moved  for  a  certiorari  to 
bring  up  an  order  of  Quarter  Sessions,  confirming,  on 
appeal,  a  conviction,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  two 
justices  of  Glamorganshire^  whereby  Abraham  Hopkins 
was  convicted  of  an  offence  against  the  by-laws  and 
regulations  of  The  South  Wales  Railway  Company. 
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A  master  is 
responsible  to 
his  senrant  for 
the  injurj 
received  in 
the  course  of 
his  senrice,  if 
it  be  shewn  to 
have  been 
occasioned  by 
the  personal 
negligence  of 
the  master. 
Such  negli- 

gence  may  be 
rought  home 
to  the  master 
b^  shewing 
either  his 
personal  inter, 
ference  to  be 
the  cause  of 
the  accident, 
or  that  he 
negligently 
retained  in- 
competent 
servants,  whose 
incompetency 
was  the  cause 
of  the  acci- 
dent: but,  in 
the  absence 
of  a  special 
contract,  the 
master  is  not 
liable  for  an 
accident  not 
proved  to  have 
been  occa- 
sioned by  his 
personal  neg- 
ligence. 


Timothy  Obmond  against  Henry  Charles  Hol- 
land and  Richard  David  Holland. 

"PIRST  count :  That  plaintiff  became  servant  to  de- 
fendants, in  the  way  of  their  trade  as  builders,  on 
the  terms  that  defendants  should  take  due  and  ordinary 
care  not  to  expose  the  plaintiff  to  extraordinary  danger 
and  risk  in  the  course  of  his  said  service.  Breach :  That 
defendants  did  not  take  due  and  ordinary  care  not  to 
expose  the  plaintiff  to  extraordinary  danger;  and  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendants  a  ladder,  on  which  plaintiff 
was  working,  broke ;  and  he  fell  and  was  injured 

2nd  count :  That  plaintiff  became  servant  to  defend- 
ants, in  their  business  as  builders,  on  the  terms  that 
defendants  should  provide  and  use  proper  materials  and 
implements,  so  as  to  make  the  plaintiff  reasonably  safe 
whilst  working  for  the  defendants.  Breach :  That  they 
negligently  provided  and  used  improper  materials  and 
implements,  whereby  a  ladder  used  by  them  broke  and 
plaintiff  was  injured. 

Pleas :  1.  Not  guilty.  2.  To  first  count :  That  plain- 
tiff did  not  become  servant  to  the  defendants  on  the 
terms  alleged  in  that  count.  3.  To  second  count :  That 
plaintiff  did  not  become  servant  to  the  defendants  on  the 
terms  alleged  in  that  count.     Issues  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  at  the 
Middlesex  Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1857,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendants  are  builders  on  a  large  scale, 
engaged  in  many  works,  and,  amongst  others,  that  of 
erecting  a  church;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  working 
for  them  as  a  bricklayer  there.     The  defendants  did  not 
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1858.  to  the  plaintiff  is  no  more  than  what  is  implied  bylaw 
Ormond  (torn  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  in  such  an 
Holland,  cnaployment  as  this.  The  master,  in  the  absence  of  a 
special  contract,  is  not  liable  to  his  servant  for  an  acci- 
dent occurring  to  the  servant,  unless  it  can  be  shewn 
that  the  master  was  himself  guilty  of  negligence.  If 
he  personally  interferes  and  is  guilty  of  negligence  he 
is  liable  ;  or  if  he  negligently  chooses  incompetent 
servants,  and  in  consequence  of  their  incompetence  the 
accident  occurs,  he  is  liable  for  his  own  personal  n^Ii- 
gencc  in  choosing  such  servants :  but,  unless  some 
neglect  be  brought  home  to  him  personally,  he  is  not 
responsible  for  the  consequences  of  an  accident  occurring 
to  a  servant  in  his  employment ;  Wxgmore  v.  Jay  {a\ 
Skipp  V.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  (&),  Tarrani 
V.  fVebb  (c).  At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ants did  not  personally  interfere  in  any  way,  beyond 
employing  their  general  foreman,  who  selected  the  sub- 
ordinate foremen;  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
negligence  on  their  part  in  the  selection  of  that  general 
foreman  or  in  the  directions  which  they  gave  him.  In 
Roberts  v.  Smith  {d)  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
granted  a  new  trial,  but  not  on  any  ground  impeaching 
the  authority  of  the  cases  already  cited.  There  Willes  J. 
said :  '^  It  must  be  understood  that  this  rule  is  granted 
upon  the  ground  that  there  appears  to  have  been  evi- 
dence of  the  personal  interference  and  negligence  of  the 
master." 

HoioJey,  in  support  of  his  rule.     There  was  evidence 
that  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  the  defective  state 

(a)  5  Exch.  354.  {b)  9  Ejrch,  223. 

(e)  18  Com,  B,  797. 

(d)  2  ff.^  N,2\3.      See  authorities  cited  in   Blaktmore  ▼.    Bristol 
and  Exeter  Railtcay  Company,  Q  E.  ^  B.  1035.  1042. 
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1858.  examine  the  materials:  but  at  all  events  there  was  no 
Qj^^jjj^  evidence  that  he  was  incompetent;  or,  even  if  he  was, 
^  ^'  that  there  was  any  negligence  in  the  defendants  per- 

sonally. The  case  is  clearly  within  the  principle  of  the 
decisions  cited,  which  was  not  contradicted  in  BoberU  v. 
SmiA  (a). 

Erle  J.  On  these  facts  the  defendants  have  shewn 
that  they  took  due  care.  The  question  of  law  therefore 
is,  whether  the  master  warrants  the  soundness  of  the 
materials.     And  he  does  not. 

CaoifPTON  J.  I  think  that  the  rule  of  law  laid  down 
by  Mr.  SW  is  accurate,  namely,  that  the  master  b  not 
liable  unless  there  be  personal  negligence  on  his  part, 
which  negligence  may  be  either  in  personally  interfering 
in  the  wori^,  or  in  selecting  the  servants  who  do  inter- 
fere. On  this  point  we  are  concluded  by  the  decisions 
in  Courts  of  coordinate  jurisdiction.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  appeal  in  Boberts  v.  Smith  {a)  was  broogfat 
with  the  intention  of  questioning  that  principle.  Bnt 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  of  which  I  formed 
one*  made  the  rule  absolute  on  the  ground  that  there 
yns  evidence  in  that  case  of  personal  negligence  in  the 
master.  I  do  not  think  that  the  principle  has  as  yet 
been  considered  in  a  Court  of  error  at  all ;  but  it  cer- 
tainly was  not  shaken  by  the  decision  in  Boberts  ▼. 
Smah  (a).  In  the  present  case  there  seems  to  have 
been  no  evidence  of  any  n^ligence;  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  there  certainly  was  no  evidence  of  peisonal  negli- 
gence of  any  kind.  The  principle  therefore  is  applicable; 
and  the  rule  must  be  dischaiged. 

Rule  dischaiged. 

(«)  %H.^N.  213. 
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either  at  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  was  clerk,  or  at  the 
time  when  the  work  was  ordered  and  done.  The  plain- 
tiff had  a  verdict ;  the  amount  to  be  referred,  subject  to 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on 
the  ground  that  the  action  did  not  lie  for  either  part  of 
his  demand. 

Webby^  in  next  Term,  obtained  a  rule  Nisi  accord- 
ingly on  the  authority  of  Bogg  v.  Pearse  (a). 

(a)  10  Com,  B.  534.  The  Act  on  the  constraction  of  wh!ch  that  case 
was  decided  was  8  &  9  Fiet.  e,  dxxvii.  (local  and  personal,  public) :  ••  For 
more  effectually  paving,  cleansing,  lighting,  and  otherwise  improving  the 
parish  of  Saint  Mary  Magdalen  Bermond$ey  in  the  county  of  Surrtjf." 
The  following  sections  of  both  Acts  were  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the 
argument. 

SUL  9  G.  4.  c.  xxvl  Sects.  I  to  11  provide  for  the  election  of  Com^ 
missioners  for  the' purpose  of  carrying  that  Act  mto  execution,  who  are  to 
be  elected  annually  on  the  first  WedntMiay  in  Afay  in  each  year,  and  hold 
oflBce  until  their  successors  are  elected. 

Sect  12.  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commissioners  at  any  of  their 
meetings  from  time  to  time  to  nominate  and  appoint  one  or  more  person 
or  persons  to  be  their  clerk  or  clerks,  treasurer  or  treasurers,  surveyor  or 
surveyors,  assessor  or  assessors,  collector  or  collectors  of  the  rates,  tolls, 
duties,  rents  and  other  moneys  to  be  imposed,  levied,  raised,  or  received 
under  or  by  virtue  of  this  Act ;  also  all  such  market  lookers  or  inspectors 
of  markets  to  be  held  within  the  said  town,  inspectors  of  nuisances,  scaven- 
gers, cleansers,  lighters  of  lamps,  firemen,  keepers  of  fire  engines,  and 
such  other  officers,  deputies  or  assistants,  as  the  said  Commissioners  shall 
think  necessary  for  the  execution  of  the  several  purposes  of  this  Act ;" 
and  to  take  security  from  their  officers,  and  to  remove  them  from  time  to 
time  and  appoint  others ;  *'  and  also,  out  of  the  moneys  to  be  raised  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  to  make  and  pay  such  wages,  salaries  and  other 
allowances  to  the  said  officers  respectively,  and  also  to  such  other  person 
and  persons  as  shall  be  aiding  and  assisting  the  said  Commissioners  in  the 
execution  of  this  Act,  as  to  the  said  Commissioners  shall  seem  reason- 
able.** 

Sect.  18.  Commissioners  shall  and  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of 
their  clerk  or  treasurer.  Provided  that  the  clerk  or  treasurer  **  shall 
always  be  reimbursed  and  paid,  out  of  the  moneys  to  be  raised  by  virtue  of 
this  Act,**  all  bis  costs  and  charges,  "and  shall  not  be  personally  answer- 
able or  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  unless  such 
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or  suit  sball  arife  in  ooDseqiience  of  his  own  neglect  or  de&ult,**  or 
be  faroogbt  or  defended  without  the  sanction  of  the  Commissioners. 

The  Act  then  contains  provisions  enabling  the  Commissioners  to  build 
t  marlLct  place  and  take  tolls  in  it,  and  to  erect  works  and  buy  land  for 
thst  porpoae,  and  for  the  other  purpoees  of  the  Act. 
Sects.  146,  146^  aothoriaed  the  making  of  contracts  for  these  purposes. 
Sect.  147.  *■  That  nothing  in  this  Act,  or  in  any  deed,  contract,  lease  or 
other  instrument  hereby  anthoriied  to  be  entered  into  or  made  by  the  said 
CoanuKMoen  for  executing  thb  Act,  or  any  of  them,  shall  extend  to 
charge  the  person  or  persons  of  all  or  any  of  the  Commissioners  executing 
lay  neh  deed,  contract,  lease  or  other  instrument,**  or  their  representatives 
or  their  property,  **  with  or  for  the  performance  of  all  or  any  of  the  cove- 
,  eouditiaiis  or  agreements  in  the  same  deed**  &c.  **  contained.  But  the 
It  of  all  coats,  charges,  damages  and  eipences  which  shall  or  may  be 
ncofered  m  any  soit  or  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  against  the  said  Commis- 
ijcniri  or  any  of  them**  by  reason  of  soch  contracts,  and  their  costs,  **  shall 
be  respectirely  paid  and  discharged  by  and  out  of  the  moneys  to  be  raised 
or  to  arise  or  he  rec^ved  by  virtue  of  this  Act.** 

8eeL  148  and  the  following  sections  authorise  the  Commissioners  to 
Isfy  a  highway  rate,  and  a  police  and  improTement  rate,  and  to  raise  money 
by  ^  mortgage  of  those  rates  and  the  market  tolls. 

Sm.  8  &  9  Fief.  e.  clxxvii.,  sects.  I  to  33,  appoints  Commissioners  for 
ciccndng  the  Act,  of  whom  one  third  was  annually  to  go  out  in  rotation. 

Sect.  33.  **  That  it  shall  be  lawfol  for  the  Commissioners  to  enter  into 
fi^ifrtrsTff  with  any  persons  for  the  execution  of  any  works**  directed  by  the 
A0L 

Sect.  34.  "  That  every  toch  contract  shall  be  signed  by  any  three  of  the 
Commkaioners,  and  soch  contract  shall  be  binding  on  the  Commissioners, 
and  aelioBS  and  softs  may  be  maintained  thereon,  and  damages  and  costs 
rscotered  by  or  against  the  CommissionerB,  or  the  other  parties  failing  in 
OS  execntioii  thereof. " 

Sect.  37.  "  Thai  nothing  in  any  deed  or  contract  by  this  Act  authorised 
to  be  made  by  or  oo  behalf  of  the  Commissioners  for  any  of  the  purposes 
ef  this  Act,  shall  extend  to  charge  or  aifoct  the  persons  of  any  of  the  Com. 
■iMoaefs'*  or  their  property  for  the  performance  thereof,  "but  the  amount 
o(sn  danwges**  &c.  recovered  in  any  action  or  which  any  Commissioner 
Ml  be  pwt  to  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  shall  be  discharged  '*  out  of  the 
•oaejs  to  arise  by  vtrtoe  of  thb  Act,  or  other  the  goods  and  chattels  vested 
ii  the  CoBflusooDeri  by  virtue  of  their  office,  unless  such  action  or  suit,  or 


(a)  Before  Lord  CampbeU  C.  J.,  Erh  and  Cromyion  Js. 
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body,  with  pennanent  and  continaing  fonctions,  and  with 
power  to  make  contracts.  The  scheme  of  all  Acts  creating 
SQch  a  body  is  to  assimilate  the  liability  of  the  body  to  that 
of  a  corporation ;  Kendall  v.  Kinff  (a).  If  the  Commis- 
sioners cannot  be  sued  on  their  contracts,  there  is  no 
remedy  at  all  at  law ;  and  that  is  the  contention  of  the  de- 
fendants, who  rely  upon  Boffff  v.  Pearse  (b).  But  that  case, 
unless  it  turned  upon  the  peculiar  language  of  the  statute 
there  in  question,  is  inconsistent  with  JS!?m2a2/ v.  JQn^(a). 

Webby  and  SpinkSf  contra.  So  far  as  regards  the 
salary,  the  present  case  is  identical  with  Boffff  v.  Pearse  {b). 
The  only  difierence  between  stat  9  G.  4.  e.  xxvi.  s.  12.  (c) 
and  Stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  clxzvi.  s.  42.  (</)  is  that  stet 
9  G.  4.  c.  xxvi.  s.  12.  expressly  enacts  that  the  salaries 
shall  be  paid  by  the  Commissioners  out  of  the  funds  to 
be  raised  under  the  Act,  whilst  in  Bogy  ▼•  Pearse  (b)  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  decided  on  the  supposition  that 

any  sacb  damages  or  charges  ha^e  arisen  in  consequence  of  wilfiil  neglect 
or  defaolt  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioners  incurring  the  same,  or  unless 
such  action  or  suit  hare  been  defended  without  the  order  or  direction  of 
the  Commissioners.** 

Sect  38.  In  all  actions  "  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  state  the  names  of  any 
two  of  the  Commisrioners  or  the  name  of  their  clerk  as  the  party  pluntiff 
or  defendant  representing  the  Commissioners  in  any  such  action.** 

Sect.  39.  Execution  on  a  judgment  in  such  an  action  shall  be  against 
the  property  belonging  to  the  Commissioners  by  nrtue  of  their  office. 

Sect.  42.  '*  That  the  Commissioners  shall  from  time  to  time  appdnt  a 
treasurer,  clerk,  surveyor,  collector  and  assessor,  beadle,  streetkeeper,  and 
such  other  officers  as  they  shall  think  fit,  with  such  salaries  and  allowances 
as  they  think  reasonable,  and  may  remore  such  treasurer,  clerk,  sunreyor, 
collector,  assessor,  beadle,  streetkeeper  and  officers,  and  appoint  others  in 
their  stead.** 

Subsequent  clauses  give  the  Commissioners  power  to  execute  works,  and 
to  make  rates,  and  borrow  money  on  mortgage  of  those  rates. 

(a)  17  Com,  B.  483.  (6)  10  Com.  B,  534. 

(e)  See  note  (a)  ante,  p.  108.  (d)  See  the  section,  supra. 


V. 

Taylor. 


XXL   VICTORIA.  Ill 

Stat  8  ft  9  VieL  c.  dxvL  #•  42.  did  so  though  by  implica-  1858. 
tioD  only.  The  prindple  of  their  decision  was  acted  ^^j^ 
npon  in  AddUan,  ▼•  The  Mayor  ffc.  of  Preston  (a).  {Cromp- 
torn  J.  Sect.  147  of  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  xzvi.  provides  that 
the  amount  recovered  against  the  Commissioners  shall 
be  paid  oat  of  the  funds.  May  we  not  construe  sect  12 
as  to  the  salary  in  the  same  way  ?]  By  so  doings  Boffff  v. 
Aane(ft)  would  be  overruled ;  for  sects.  36,  37,  of  stat 
8  &  9  Viet  e.  clxxviL  afford  the  same  argument  for  a 
rimilar  construction  of  sect  42. 

So  fiur  as  regards  the  bill  of  costs,  the  liability  is  that 
of  the  individuals  who  retained  the  attorney.  It  is  so 
with  overseers  ;  Chambrei  v.  Jones  (c). 

Cur,  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Camfbbll  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  in  this 
TtfiD  {May  6th),  delivered  judgment 

In  this  case  the  question  is  whether  the  defendant 
is  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  plaintiff  for  services  rendered 
by  him  to  the  Commissioners ;  1st,  as  clerk,  without  an 
express  agreement  for  the  amount  of  salary ;  2d,  as  clerk, 
with  such  agreement ;  3d,  as  attorney  employed  by  the 
Commissioners  for  purposes  within  the  scope  of  their 
Act  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  is  liable  on  each 
of  theae  accounts.  If  there  had  been  no  statute  appli- 
cable, the  Commissioners  who  personally  employed  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  personally  liable:  but,  as 
CommiflBioners  are  a  fluctuating  body,  and  so  cannot 
conveniently  be  made  parties,  and  as,  when  acting  for 
public  purposes  under  a  statute  with  power  over  a  fund 
created  by  the  statute,  they  are  not  to  be  personally 
liable,  therefore   this  statute  has  followed    the    usual 

(«)  12  Com.  B.  108.  (ft)  10  Com,  B.  634. 

(e)  5  Estk.  229. 
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186S.        course  under  these  circumstances,  and .  has  enacted,  by 
~  sect.  18,  that  the  Commissioners  shall  be  liable  to  sue 

Hall  ' 

^'  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  clerk  or  treasurer  for 

the  time  being.  The  power  to  make  contracts  within 
the  scope  of  the  statute,  and  the  incidents  to  suits  for 
breaches  of  such  contracts^  are  fully  con^dered  in  Ket^ 
doll  V.  Kif^  (a) ;  and  the  law  on  the  subject  is  there 
clearly  laid  down.  If  the  contract  is  within  such  scope, 
the  procedure  for  such  breach  is  the  same  as  in  all 
actions  on  contract  with  all  ordinary  incidents,  except 
that  a  nominal  party  represents  the  fluctuating  body,  and 
the  execution  on  the  judgment  is  modified.  Therefore 
the  substantial  question  is  whether  the  contract  here 
sued  on  is  within  the  scope  of  the  statute:  and  the 
answer  is  in  the  aflSrmative.  Sect.  12  specifies  the 
services  of  a  clerk  and  ^^  other  officers**  as  requisite;  and 
other  sections,  giving  large  and  various  powers  for  the 
exercise  of  which  legal  advice  would  often  be  required, 
by  implication  give  the  power  of  retaining  an  attorney ; 
and,  although  there  are  several  sections  specifying  powers 
of  contracting  in  certain  cases,  there  is  no  prohibition  of 
contracts  in  cases  not  specified. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  appointment  of 
clerk,  under  sect  12,  either  with  or  without  a  salary,  is 
not  a  contract  to  remunerate,  but  creates  a  duty  in  the 
Commissioners  to  be  enforced  either  by  action  on  the 
case  or  by  mandamus;  and  that,  as  the  employment  of 
an  attorney  is  not  one  of  the  contracts  expressly  autho- 
rized or  comprised  within  the  general  words  of  sect.  145, 
relating  to  contracts  for  buildings  and  other  works  of 
that  description,  there  can  be  no  contract ;  relying  on 
Bogg  V.  Pearse  (&)•     In  that  case  the  Court  of  Common 

(a)  17  Com,  n.  483.  {b)  10  Com.  B,  534. 
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1858.  In  the  present  case»  where  the  body  is  a  fluctuating 
H^xj,  one  in  which^  according  to  the  doctrine  established  in 
Taylor.  Kendall  v.  King  (a),  the  body  is  bound  by  contracts 
lawfully  entered  into,  and  where  the  Commissioners  are 
to  appoint  and  pay  the  salary,  we  think  that  there  was 
evidence  of  a  contract,  on  such  appointment  at  the 
salary,  that  the  Commissioners  would  pay  it,  just  as  if  an 
ordinary  individual  or  corporation  appointed  a  servant 
or  officer  at  a  salary.  The  objection  relied  on  by  all 
the  Judges  in  Bogg  s.  Pearse{b)y  that  there  was  only 
a  power  in  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being  to 
appoint,  and  that  no  contract  could  be  shewn  to  arise 
against  their  successors  merely  from  the  appointment 
under  that  Act,  does  not  seem  to  us  to  apply  to  the 
case  now  before  us,  for  the  reasons  above  given*  We 
would  add  that  we  think  the  doctrine  established  in 
Kendall  V.  King  (a)  a  most  wise  and  useful  one,  necessarily 
called  for  by,  and  resulting  from,  the  modem  legislation 
on  this  subject. 

Our  judgment,  therefore,  is  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
whole  amount  claimed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(«)  17  Com.  B.  483.  (&)  10  Com.  B.  634. 
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is  to  say,  *  The  Lewes  Bank^  thereby  then  and  there 
meaning  the  said  Letces  Old  Bank,  ^has  stopped  pay- 
ment,* thereby  then  and  there  meaning  and  intending'* 
&c.  Then  followed  an  innuendo.  The  2d,  3d  and  4th 
counts  were  similar  counts  for  transmitting  to  different 
stations  by  telegraphic  messages  of  a  similar  purport. 
5th  count :  ^^  For  that  the  defendants,  while  the  plaintiflb 
were  such  bankers  in  copartnership  as  aforesaid  and 
such  proprietors  and  managers  of  The  Lewes  Old  Bank 
as  aforesaid,  and  while  such  notes  were  so  issued  and 
outstanding  as  aforesaid  and  such  moneys  were  so  lent 
to  and  deposited  with  the  plaintifis  as  aforesaid,  and 
before  this  suit,  to  wit  by  their  agents  and  servants  io 
that  behalf,  falsely  and  maliciously  wrote  and  published, 
and  caused  to  be  written  and  published,  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiflfs  and  of  and  concerning  the  said 
Lewes  Old  Bank,  the  false,  malicious  and  defamatory 
words  following,  that  is  to  say,  *  The  Lewes  Old  Btmk 
has  stopped':"  with  an  innuendo.  The  6th  count  was 
similar  to  the  5th,  charging  the  defendants  with  pub- 
lishing a  malicious  libel  to  the  same  effect  but  in  diffe- 
rent words.  Then  followed  allegations  of  special  damage 
applicable  to  the  whole  declaration. 
Demurrer.    Joinder. 


Hugh  Hill  now  (a)  argued  for  the  defendants.  The 
question  is,  whether  a  railway  company,  being  a  corpo- 
radon  aggr^ate,  can  in  its  corporate  capacity  be  guilty 
of  a  libeL  As  a  corporation  aggregate  is  not  capable  of 
malice,  no  indictment  for  a  crime  in  which  malice  is  an 
essential  ingredient  can  be  supported  against  it.  The 
case  which  has  gone  furthest  in  extending  the  liability 

(«)  Before  Lord  CmmpUS  C.  J^  Wipklmum^  EHe  and  Oampim  Js. 
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demurrer  jou  admit  that,  if  by  any  possibility  the  cor- 
poration cx)uld  be  guilty,  they  are.  You  must  therefore 
go  so  far  as  to  say  that,  if  the  whole  shareholders  met 
and  unanimously  ordered,  under  seal  if  necessary,  that 
matter  injurious  to  a  rival  in  trade  should  be  published 
in  order  to  injure  him,  no  action  lies.]  An  action,  in 
such  a  case,  would  lie  against  the  corporators  as  indivi- 
duals, they  being  individually  malicious,  but  not  against 
the  corporation  in  its  corporate  capacity,  which  in  that 
capacity  could  not  be  malicious.  The  declaration  would 
be  bad  if  it  did  not  shew  a  malicious  intent  in  the 
defendant ;  Com.  Dig,  Action  upon  the  Ccue  for  Dtfa^ 
motion  (G  5.).  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  Bromage  v.  Prosser  (a),  Bayley  J.,  discussing 
the  proof  of  malice  necessary  to  support  an  action  for 
slander,  says:  "Malice  in  common  acceptation  means 
ill  will  against  a  person,  but  in  its  legal  sense  it  means 
a  wrongful  act,  done  intentionally,  without  just  cause 
or  excuse.  If  I  give  a  perfect  stranger  a  blow  likely 
to  produce  death,  I  do  it  of  malice^  because  I  do  it 
intentionalfy  and  without  just  cause  or  excuse.**  And 
several  other  instances  are  given,  all  shewing  that  the 
intention  is  an  essential  ingredient  in  legal  malice. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  No  doubt,  to  constitute  a  crime, 
there  must  be  intention.  Crompton  J.  If  the  occasion 
was  such  as  prima  &cie  to  justify  the  words,  it  may  be 
a  very  grave  question  whether  it  is  possible  to  prove 
express  malice  in  a  corporation.  But,  if  a  bookseller 
orders  the  publication  of  a  book,  which  in  fact  is  a  libel 
though  he  does  not  know  it,  that  intention  to  publish  is 
sufficient  legal  malice  to  make  him  liable  to  an  action 
for  the  libel.     A  corporation  may  give  the  same  order 
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shewn  in  the  argument  in  Regina  v.  Great  North  of  Eng- 
land Railway  Company  (a).  That  case  carried  the  lia- 
bility so  far  as  that  a  corporation  aggregate  was  held  to  be 
indictable  criminally  for  a  misfeasance.  And  since  that 
time  an  action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment  has  been 
held  to  lie ;  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  v.  Broom  (6). 
Even  if  it  should  be  held  that,  in  order  to  support  the 
ordinary  counts  for  libel,  it  is  essential  to  shew  such 
malice  as  is  impossible  in  a  corporation,  and  consequently 
that  the  last  counts  are  bad,  the  first,  second  and  third 
counts  shew  that  the  corporation  carry  on  the  business 
of  transmitting  messages  by  telegraph ;  if  in  the  course 
of  such  a  business  they  suffer  an  injurious  message  to 
become  public,  though  merely  by  negligence,  it  is 
actionable. 


Hugh  HilU  in  reply*  In  the  note  (2)  to  Craft  v.  Boite{c) 
it  is  pointed  out  that  the  declaration  must  shew  a 
malicious  intent  in  the  defendant,  though  it  is  not 
necessary  to  use  the  word  maliciously,  at  least  after 
▼erdict.  And  there  is  no  distinction  here  between  the 
two  sets  of  counts.  The  earlier  counts  do  not  allege 
n^ligence  in  transacting  the  message ;  and  they  do  allege 
malice  in  publishing  it« 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  in  this 
Term  {April  29th),  delivered  judgment. 

The  demurrer  to  the  declaration  in  this  case  can  only 
be  supported  on  the  ground  that  the  action  will  not  lie 
without  proof  of  express  malice,  as  contradistinguished 

(a)  9  Q.  B.  315.  319.  (b)  6  ExdL  314. 

(c>  I  Wmt   Sannd,  242  a, 


XXI.   VICTORIA. 


121 


from  legal  malice.     But,  if  we  yield  to  the  authorities 
which  say  that  in  an  action  for  defamation  malice  must 
be  alleged  (notwithstanding  authorities  to  the  contrary), 
this  allegation  may  be  proved  by  shewing  that  the  pub- 
lication of  a  libel  took  place  by  order  of  the  defendants, 
and  was  therefore  wrongful,   although  the  defendants 
had  no  ill  will  to  the  plaintifis,  and  did  not  mean  to 
injure  them.     Therefore  the  ground  on  which  it  is  con- 
tended that  an  action  for  a  libel  cannot  possibly  be 
nudntained  against  a  corporation  aggregate  fails.     But, 
considering  that  an  action  of  tort  or  of  trespass  will  lie 
Bgjsinst  a  corporation  aggregate,  and  that  an  indictment 
may  be  preferred  against  a  corporation  aggregate  both 
far  commission  and  omission,  to  be  followed  up  by  fine, 
ilthough  not  by  imprisonment,  there  may  be  great  diffi- 
culty in  saying  that  under  certain  circumstances  express 
malice  may  not  be  imputed  to  and  proved  against  a 
corporation.     The  authorities  are  collected  and  com- 
mented  upon   in  Retina  v.  Great  North  of  England 
SaSwmf  Company  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  cor- 
poration aggregate  may  be  indicted  for  cutting  through 
ind  obstructing  a  public  highway ;  and  again  in  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company  v.  Broom  (i),  in  which  it  was 
beld,  in  error,  that  an  action  of  trespass  may  be  maintained 
against  a  corporation  aggregate  for  an  assault  committed 
by  their  servant  authorized  by  them  to  do  the  act.     The 
cases  to  the  contrary  will  be  found  to  turn  upon  the 
defective  evidence  to  prove  the  authority  of  the  corpora* 
tion  to  do  the  act  complained  of.     Instances  might  easily 
be  suggested  where  great  injustice  would  be  suffered  by 
mdividuals  if  their  remedy  for  wrongs  authorized  by 
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corporations  aggregate  were  to  be  confined  to  the  agents 
employed. 

Therefore,  without  adverting  to  the  second  point  made 
by  Mr.  Creasy,  that  at  any  rate  some  of  the  counts  im- 
pute negligence  to  the  defendants  in  the  mode  of  working 
their  telegraph,  we  think  that  there  ought  to  be  judgment 
for  the  plaintifis. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifis  (a). 


(a)  In  the  Q^o  Warranto  in  Rex  ▼.  The  City  of  London,  8  How,  Si.  TV. 
1039,  in  the  second  replication,  set  out  at  pp.  1305,  1309,  the  Attorney 
General  averred  that  The  Mayor,  Commonalty  and  Citixene  of  the  city  of 
London,  in  their  common  council  assembled,  unlawfully,  maliciously,  advi- 
sedly and  seditiously,  and  without  lawful  authority,  took  upon  themselves 
to  censure  and  judge  the  King,  and  voted  that  a  petition  should  be 
exhibited  to  the  King.  And  that  The  Mayor,  Commonalty  and  Citizens 
of  the  city  of  London  aforesaid,  in  common  council  aforesaid,  as  aforesaid 
assembled,  unlawfully,  maliciously,  advisedly  and  seditiously,  and  with  the 
intent  that  the  said  petition  should  be  published  and  dispersed  among  the 
subjects  of  the  said  liord  the  now  King,  to  lead  them  into  the  opinion  that 
the  said  Lord  the  now  King,  by  the  prorogation  of  Parliament  aforesaid, 
bad  obstructed  the  public  justice  of  the  realm,  and  to  incite  the  same 
subjects  of  &c.  to  hatred  of  the  said  Lord  the  King  and  of  the  government 
in  this  realm  established,  and  to  the  disturbance  of  peace,  then  and  there 
ordered  the  said  petition,  so  containing  the  seditious  and  scandalous  matter 
aforesaid,  to  be  printed,  and  afterwards,  to  wit  on  &c.,  the  said  petition,  with 
the  intent  that  it  should  be  published  and  dispersed  among  the  subjects 
to  alienate  and  divert  their  affections  from  the  said  Lord  the  now  King  and 
his  government,  did  maliciously,  advisedly  and  seditiously,  print  and  cause 
to  be  printed  and  published,  in  contempt  of  the  Lord  the  now  King,  to  the 
exciting  of  sedition,  and  the  pernicious  example  of  others  in  like  case  offend- 
ing :  whereby  The  Mayor,  Commonalty  and  Citizens  had  forfeited  their  fran- 
chises, includmg  that  of  being  a  corporation.  On  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder 
to  this  part  of  the  replication  judgment  was  given  for  the  Crown.  It  is 
obvious  that  that  very  profound  lawyer  Saunders,  who,  it  is  said,  advised 
and  drew  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  and  certainly  as  Chief  Justice  assented 
to  the  judgment  on  demurrer  for  the  Crown,  would  not  have  admitted 
that  it  was  a  legal  absurdity  to  charge  a  corporation  aggregate  with  mali- 
ciously publishing  a  libel.  See  the  argument  as  to  the  legality  of  the 
judgment  in  that  case,  2  Kyd's  TVeatise  on  the  Law  of  Corporations,  474. 


XXI.   VICTORIA.  123 

1858. 


Carb  against  Stringer.  Friday, 

April  23d. 

A  FPE  AL  from  the  decision  of  the  judge  of  the  county  jjf^  appeal  liet, 

court  of  Yorkshire,  holden  at  Wahefieldy  against  the  ^*J^'iVnc/. 
defendant,  as  tenant  of  land,  for  felling  and  converting  ^fhis*Conrt 
to  hb  own  use  certain  trees  of  the  plaintiff  growing  upon  ^^  ^«  <^«- 
the  land  demised.  The  plaintiff  claimed,  for  the  damages  county  court 

on  an  interlo- 

lie  had  thereby  sustained,  the  sum  of  25/.     The  cause  catory  matter, 

such  as  tbc 

was  tried  on  the  15th  September^  1857,  in  the  Wakefield  taxation  of 
county  court,  with  a  jury,  who  gave  their  verdict  for  the  ,tat.  19  &  io 
pUintiff  for  15£    A  bill  of  the  plaintiff's  costs  was  made  f^;/-  '^J* 
oat  after  the  trial  of  the  cause  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  {[P^^tcJ"  ^""^ 
in  accordance  with  the  scale  of  costs  framed  by  the  five  ^^^  ***?" 

**  DTOO^nt,  to  18 

coonty  court  judfies  and  allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Court  refused 

J  ^   ^^  J  to  hear  the 

ponaant  to  stat.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  108.  s.  33.:  and  this  point  argued, 

ou  the  flnronnd 

bill  was  taxed  and  allowed  between  the  party  and  party  that  they  had 

bj  the  registrar  of  the  court  in  accordance  with  that  to  decide  such 

scale,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  12/.  95.  6d,  At  the  county  entoitalned 

court  held  at  Wakefield  in  November,  1857,  the  defendant,  fj^^^"^^, 

by  his  attorney,  applied,  under  sect.  34  of  stat.  19  &  20  ^^  '»»**» 

Vkt.  c.  108.,  to  have  the  said  taxation  reviewed,  on  the 

ground  that  the  allowances  therein  by  the  registrar  were 

nade  npon  too  high  a  scale,  namely  upon  the  scale 

framed  for  actions  on  claims  exceeding  20/.,  whereas,  as 

only  15/.  was  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  the  same  ought 

to  have  been  made  upon  the  scale  applicable  to  claims 

not  exceeding  20/.     The  plaintiff's  attorney,  on  the 

other  hand,  contended  that  the  sum  actually  recovered 

was  not  always  to  be  taken  by  the  registrar  as  his  guide 
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1858,  in  the  taxation  of  costs ;  but  that  in  all  actions  since  stat. 
C^^^  19  &  20  Vict  c.  108.,  where  more  than  20i  is  claimed, 
Stringer  ^^®  allowances  were  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  the 
scale  of  costs  framed  as  before  mentioned  upon  that 
Act;  and  be  referred  to  sects.  33  and  34.  The  question 
was  adjourned  to  the  18th  November ^  1857 ;  when  the 
judge  decided  that  the  costs  ought  not  to  have  been 
taxed  upon  the  higher  scale,  and  directed  the  registrar 
to  retax  them  upon  the  scale  applicable  to  actions  where 
the  sums  claimed  do  not  exceed  20/.,  as  he  thought  the 
word  '* claimed*'  in  the  33d  section  must  be  construed  to 
mean  '^rightfully  claimed ;"  for  that  otherwise  any  plaintiff, 
whose  real  demand  was  only  405.,  might,  by  wrongfully 
claiming  40/.,  make  the  defendants  pay  costs  amounting 
to  15/i  or  20/.;  and  he  referred  to  several  decisions  as 
to  costs  under  Court  of  Requests  Acts  in  support  of 
this  construction  of  the  Act,  namely  Drew  v.  Coles  (a), 

• 

Cross  V.  CoUins  {h\  Baddley  v.  Oliver  (c),  Fairbrass  v. 
Pettit  (d).  It  was  argued  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  that 
the  injustice  pointed  at  by  the  judge  might  in  all  cases 
be  remedied  by  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  in  awarding 
*  the  plaintiff  less  costs  than  what  he  was  entitled  to  by 
the  Act.  The  judge  stated  that,  if  his  construction  of 
the  Act  was  right,  he  had  no  discretion  in  the  matter; 
adding  that,  if  he  thought  he  had,  he  should  have  given 
the  plaintiff  his  full  costs.  From  the  above  decision  the 
plaintiff  appealed.  The  defendant's  attorney  protested 
against  the  plaintiff's  right  to  appeal,  and  refused  to 
settle  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.  The  case  was 
therefore  settled  by  the  judge  of  the  county  court.  The 
question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is :  Whether  the 

(a)  2  Cr,  ^  J.  605.  (6)  5  New  Co,  194. 

(r)  i  Cr.  ^  M,  219.  (rf)  12  A/.  ^  r.  463. 
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1858. 


*^7tk  Evelyn,    appellant,    against    Whichcord, 

respondent. 


Under  sect  51 
of  The  Metro- 


ri^HIS  was  a  case  stated  by  a  magistrate  of  the  Metro- 
poUun  Blind-  politHQ  Police  District^  under  stat.  20  &  21  VicL 

ing  Act.  1865 

(18  &  19  Vid.    C.  4d- 

owner  of  Iiuid  '^^  <^^^  ^^  ^"^  ^  summons^  dated  5  th  January  1858, 

who*!Jteit'on  addressed  to  WUUam  John  Evelyn,  the  appellant     The 

a  baading  summons  recited  a  complaint  made,  on  that  day,  before 

peppercorn  the  magistrate,  by  the  respondent,  John  fVhichcordy  sur- 

rent  is  not 

liable,  u  veyor  of  the  District  of  Deptford:  "  For  that  you,  on" 

owner,  to  the 

sorreyorfor  11th  Aufftut,  1857,  in  the  parish  of  SL  Paul,  Deptford, 

of  boUdin^i  in  Kent,  ''  and  within  the  said  District,  did  unlawfully 

^yj^^  refuse  payment  of  the  sum  of  lOL  I5s.  to  him,  the  said 

such  land,  a  j  /^  JVhichcord,  being  the  amount  of  fees  due  to  him 

peppercorn  '  ^ 

mt  not  being    33  ^^^   District   surveyor,   for  surveying  six   houses, 
meaning  of       situate  as  aforesaid,  of  which  you  were  then  the  owner." 

the  words 

«*  of  the  whole    The  summous  then  commanded  the  appearance  of  tlie 

or  of  any  part 

of  the  rents  or    appellant 

Cmdor^ten^         Upon  the  hearing,  it  was  agreed  that  the  following 
JJJ^Jlj^'^     statement  of  (acts  should  be  taken  as  proved, 
daose,  sect.  3.       That  the  complainant,  as  District  surveyor,  is  entitled 
to  be  paid  a  fee  upon  each  of  the  six  houses  in  the  com- 
plaint mentioned,  making  together  the  sum  of  10/.  \5s. 
That  William  TTiomas  Searle  was  the  builder  of  the 
said  houses  on   his  own  account;    and  that  the  land 
upon  which  they  are  built  belongs  in  fee  simple  to  the 
defendant 

That,  by  a  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  7  th 
August  1856,  the  defendant  agreed  to  let,  and  Searle 
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1858.  able,  Searle  became  bankrupt ;  and  assignees  of  his  estate 
Evelyn  ^^'^  effects  have  been  duly  appointed. 
Whichco&d  That  no  proceedings  have  been  taken  to  recover  pay- 
ment of  the  fees  for  the  said  six  houses,  or  any  of  them, 
either  from  Searle  before  his  bankruptcy,  nor  from  his 
assignees  since  his  bankruptcy,  nor  to  recover  from 
Church  the  fees  due  in  respect  of  the  two  houses  pur- 
chased by  him. 

That  the  proceedings  required  by  law  have  been  duly 
taken  against  defendant  for  the  recovery  of  the  fees 
upon  the  said  six  houses,  if  he  is  legally  liable  to  the 
payment  thereof,  or  of  such  part  thereof  as  he  is  liable 
to  pay. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  it  was  objected,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant : 

First,  that,  as  by  the  agreement  for  a  lease  to  Searle 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  peppercorn  rent  only  for 
the  first  year,  he  did  not  come  within  the  meaning  of 
the  word  '*  owner,"  as  expressed  in  the  interpretation 
clause  of  The  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,  viz., 
'''owner'  shall  apply  to  every  person  in  possession  or 
receipt  either  of  the  whole  or  of  any  part  of  the  rents 
or  profits  of  any  land  or  tenement,  or  in  the  occupation 
of  such  land  or  tenement  other  than  as  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year  or  for  any  less  term,  or  as  a  tenant  at  will.*' 

Secondly,  That,  even  supposing  defendant  did  come 
within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "owner"  as  is  expressed, 
he  was  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  surveyor's  fees, 
except  on  default  made  by  the  persons  previously  men- 
tioned in  the  Act,  viz.,  the  builder  and  the  occupier, 
against  whom  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  the  fees 
must  first  be  taken. 

The  case  then  stated  : 
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]858.  He  was  indeed  owner  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  land  on 
Eyeltn  which  the  building  was  erected:  but  he  was  not  owner 
Whichco&o  ^^  ^^^  building;  nor  indeed  of  the  land  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  word  *'  owner"  is  here  used.  By  sect  3 
"'owner'  shall  apply  to  every  person  in  possession  or 
receipt  either  of  the  whole  or  of  any  part  of  the  rents 
or  profits  of  any  land  or  tenement,  or  in  the  occupation 
of  such  land  or  tenement  other  than  as  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year  or  for  any  less  term,  or  as  a  tenant  at  will." 
Now,  till  afler  29th  September  1857,  the  appellant  was 
not  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  rents  or  profits:  for  the 
year  expiring  on  that  day  he  was  to  receive  only  a 
peppercorn  rent.  The  object  of •  the  Act  was  to  require 
that  buildings  should  be  erected  so  as  to  secure  the 
public  safety :  and  for  this  reason  the  person  substantially 
interested,  and  the  builder  (who  is  here  not  the  owner), 
are  looked  to  by  the  I-egislature.  Other  sections  of  the 
Act  confirm  this  view.  By  sect.  72,  in  the  case  of  a 
structure  being  in  a  dangerous  state,  notice  is  '^  to  be 
given  to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  such  structure," 
requiring  him  to  take  it  down  or  secure  it.  By  sect.  73 
"  the  owner,  or,  on  his  default,  the  occupier,  of  any 
such  structure**  may  be  ordered  by  the  justice  to  take 
down  &C. ;  and,  if  he  does  not  do  so,  the  commissioners 
may  do  it ;  and  all  expences  incurred  by  the  commis- 
sioners in  respect  of  a  dangerous  structure  *'  shall  be 
paid  by  the  owner  of  such  structure."  By  sect.  74,  if 
**  such  owner"  cannot  be  found,  the  commissioners  may 
sell  the  structure,  pay  the  expences  out  of  the  proceeds, 
and  return  any  surplus  "  to  the  owner."  By  sect.  76, 
if  the  surplus  is  not  claimed  by  the  owner,  it  is  to  be 
*  paid  into  the  account  of  the  Accountant  General, "  to  the 
credit  of  the  owner,"  to  be  paid  out  to  "  the  owner"  on 
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1858.  open  it.  And  this  is  quite  consistent  with  sect.  3;  for 
Evelyn  ^^®  owner  of  the  fee  simple  takes  the  rent,  though,  in 
WmcucoRD  ^^®  present  instance,  such  rent  is  merely  nominal.  The 
question  cannot  be  one  of  degree.  It  might  well  happen 
that  no  other  owner  could  be  found.  [Crampton  J.  I 
cannot  think  that  this  ground  rent  is  part  of  the  rents 
and  profits.    Erie  J.    There  may  be  no  other  profits.] 

C  Clarke^  in  reply.  The  whole  case  for  the  respondent 
rests  on  the  words  "  rents.*'  But  that  word  must  be 
construed  with  reference  to  the  other  enactments,  which, 
88  has  been  shewn,  confine  the  meaning  to  persons  bene- 
ficially interested  in  the  structure. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  think  the  appellant  is  not 
Hable  to  these  payments.  He  is  not  an  owner  within 
the  definition  in  sect.  3.  Certainly  he  is  not  occupier; 
and  he  can  be  charged  as  owner  only  in  respect  of  his 
being  in  receipt  of  part  of  the  rents  and  profits:  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  he  is  not  in  such  receipt  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause.  No  rent  really  comes  to  him : 
he  has  only  a  peppercorn  rent,  but  receives  no  profits. 
We  could  not  hold  him  liable,  unless  every  body  who 
grants  a  building  lease  is  to  be  liable  to  the  surveyor  in 
respect  of  his  ultimate  reversion.  To  impose  such  a 
liability  would  be  oppressive  and  unjust,  and  entirely 
unnecessary.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  what  the  Legis- 
lature did  not  mean. 

(WioHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Erle  J.  Under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this 
case,  I  read  the  statute  as  my  Lord  does. 
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1858.  Joseph  Bendeno  was  summoned  before  the  magistrate 

Greio  upon  an  information  and  complaint  laid  by  John  James 
BsHDEKo  ^^»  ^^^  chief  of  the  Liverpool  police  force,  and  which 
charged  the  defendant:  ''For  that  he,  being  then  and 
there  a  person  keeping  a  shop  where  refreshment  was 
and  is  consumed,  in  a  certain  street  in  the  borough  of 
Liverpool,  called  Lime  Street,  and  not  being  a  licenced 
victualler  or  a  person  licenced  to  sell  beer  by  retail  to  be 
drunk  on  the  premises,  did  then  and  there  knowingly 
permit  prostitutes  to  meet  together  and  remain  in  his 
said  shop  in  Lime  Street,  contrary  to  the  statute  in 
that  case  made  and  provided."  The  alleged  offence  is 
created  by  the  Local  Act  &c.,  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  cvi.(a). 

By  sect.  251  of  that  Act  it  is  enacted  :  '^  And  whereas 
it  is  expedient  that  provision  should  be  made  by  law  for 
preventing  disorderly  conduct  in  houses  of  public  resort 
kept  by  persons  not  being  licensed  victuallers,  or  licensed 
to  sell  beer  by  retail  to  be  drunk  on  the  premises ;  be  it 
enacted,  that  every  person  not  being  a  licensed  victualler, 
or  a  person  licensed  to  sell  beer  by  retail  to  be  drunk 
on  the  premises,  who  shall  have  or  keep  any  house, 
shop,  room,  cellar  or  vault,  or  place  of  public  resort 
within  the  borough,  wherein  ready-made  tea  or  coffee, 
provisions,  liquors,  or  refreshments  of  any  kind,  shall 
be  sold  or  consumed  (whether  the  same  shall  be  kept  or 
retailed  therein  or  procured  elsewhere*)  and  who  shall 
wilfully  or  knowingly  permit  drunkenness  or  other  dis- 
orderly conduct  in  such  house,  shop,  room,  or  place,  or 
knowingly  suffer  any  unlawful  games  or  any  gaming 
whatsoever  therein,  or  knowingly  permit  or  suffer  prosti- 
tutes or  persons  of  notoriously  bad  character  to  meet 

(a)  Local  mnd  personal,  public :  '*  For  the  improvement,  good  govern- 
ment, and  police  regulation  of  the  borough  of  LiverpoL*' 
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topther  and  remain  therein,  shall  for  i#ery  such  ofTence        1858. 
be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  more  than  5i"  {a).  Grkiq 

The  case  stated  as  follows.  B*ndbko. 

**  The  parties  appeared  before  me  upon  the  summons ; 
and  I  heard  the  case.     Having  heard  it,  I  6nd  that  the 
shop  of  the  defendant  has  been  for  some  time  kept  by 
him  as  a  coffee  shop,  and  is  frequented  chiefly  by  prosti- 
tutes.    I  6nd  that,  on  the  night  in  question,  the  defend- 
ant did  knowingly  permit  twenty  prostitutes  to  meet 
together,  and  remain  in  his  said  shop,  together  with  a 
nomber  of  men ;   and  that  he  allowed  prostitutes  to 
remain  there  after  having  been  warned  by  a  policeman 
that  they  were  prostitutes,  and  after  having  stated  that 
he  knew  them  to  be  sa     I  also  find  that  coffee  and 
other  refreshments  were  sold  and  consumed  in  the  said 
ihop;  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  licensed  vic- 
tualler or  a  person  licensed  to  sell  beer  by  retail  to  be 
drunk  on  the  premises.     I  also  find  that  there  was  no 
disorderly  conduct  proved  to  have  taken  place  in  the 
aid  sho{),  either  on  the  part  of  the  said  prostitutes  or 
toy  other  person. 

"  I  was  of  opinion  that  the  offences  mentioned  in  the 
Utter  part  of  the  251st  clause  were  controlled  by  the 
words  at  the  commencement  of  it ;  and  that,  without 
proof  of  disorderly  conduct,  I  ought  not  to  convict  the 
defendant ;  and  accordingly  I  dismissed  the  summons.*' 
The  question  was  stated  to  be.  Whether  the  magistrate 
WIS  bound  to  convict. 

Monkf  for  the  respondent.     The  question  is  whether 

(«)  Sect.  330  makes  the  penalties  imposed  recoverable  upon  summons 
ttd  convictioo  before  a  justice  (of  the  borough,  including  the  pulicc  ma- 
gistrate, sect.  357),  if  the  recovery  be  not  uibcrwisc  provided  fur. 
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1868.        the  magistrate  tw  boond  to  coDvict  on  the  facts  stated. 

Gmio  It  cannot  be  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  pnnish  a 
Bmsimso  shopkeeper  for  allowing  persons  whom  he  knew  to  be 
prostitutes  to  obtain  refreshment.  From  the  whole  sec- 
tion it  appears  that  what  the  enactment  is  directed 
against  is  disorderly  conduct  But  the  case  does  not 
shew  that  this  had  occurred :  and  it  does  not  even  appear 
that  there  was  any  reason  to  apprehend  it*  The  Court 
then  called  on 

Brett,  for  the  appellant  The  provision  in  the  Local 
Act  is  practically  much  the  same  as  that  in  The  General 
Licencing  Act,  9  G.  4.  c.  61.  s.  13.  and  Schedule  C  (a). 
There  has  been  a  difference  of  opinion,  amongst  magis- 
trates, as  to  the  effect  of  such  provisions :  and  this 
appeal  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  question 
settled.  The  enactment  must  have  meant  to  go  beyond 
merely  punishing  actual  disorderly  conduct :  no  special 
provision  would  have  been  necessary  for  this.  The 
jfinding  shews  that  the  prostitutes  remained  in  the  shop 
for  more  than  the  temporary  purpose  of  obtaining  re- 
freshment. The  question  on  which  information  is 
desired  is,  whether  the  permitting  prostitutes  to  assemble 
under  such  circumstances  is  an  offence  within  the  Act 

Monk  was  heard  in  reply. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  can  look  only  at  the  facts 
found:  and  they  are  consistent  with  the  supposition 
that  the  prostitutes  were  in  the  shop  for  lawful  purposes, 
and  did  not  remain  longer  than  was  necessary  for  such 

(a)  See.  as  to  this,  Begina  v.  Ashton,  1  E.  ^  B.  286.  As  to  bcer- 
faouses,  sec  the  Schedules  to  stats.  1 1  C;.  4  ^  1  fT.  4.  c.  64.  and  4  &  5 
W.  4.  f.  85. 
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ISSS.  d«»ld  be  .ct.d%»d«).  e»bcL  It  i.  .  matter  of 
some  ddicarr  far  the  imgirtrUff  to  detenniiie :  I  think 
he  shooM  DOC  look  too  moelT  at  the  CkI  of  ipooien  ooiniiig 
ntD  a  shop  for  w  finnnssenL 

Appeal  dismissed. 


RiCHARDSOs:.  appeOaDL  a^j^iina  Gladwix  and 

Goc4>AT.  respondaitsL 


l^mS  w  a  eee  tfaied  br  j;«kc5  Older  Stat.  20  &  21 
ft.!M^W»  Ihamti  JKLW.  i£w,  &e  socxEasit,  a  oarishioner  of 


CpwC  LmiA*  hk  Ema.  and  one  of  &e  people  called 
H    <ifttkeff%  w  iaoamaxd  tE>  acevar  before  Snawf 


«B(iMiaa>c  «L.    ^S^cwr  Ewssv  ami  TW  Kcvetead  Amirar  IhrngHoM 

r,    rv^    TSHCsre^   tf'    fi^nrr,    ia    pectr    slsbmnis 


vi£  !:St3.  Fforiatsrt  1?^S>^.  o  >^f  et  a  com- 


y^^'g**'-^       piic=£  rj   fllfficiK  Cxomnii  anf   TIuoms  Casafay,  the 
Ataryw  icsc^'mSRiCiw  nir  cam-xLuaaaBUff  cf  dhe  sajd  paririi  of 


^         jowsMC  ox  i^  iar  &  tAmra.  nee  bbb^  for  the  said 


pansftk  co:  I'iK^  Xmmmder  l?vJT.     T^  r-'a^f-iMlairi  did  not 
3r  siffmer  i^  zie  stmnmnu:  «3klcuo:i&  the  som- 


inr  ttdimaBrcL  icinesicM  te&n-  3ae  sad  jmdces 
lOseiiiK^i  ^iBf  vsibr?:^  :c  :3ii  aOE.     ^^^iiemqwn  the 

imanr  riir  7r«-i«.jaif»  it  riis  inlu^iniie  aicxaes:  7  &  8 


a  itAA.  1  A  AK.  iil  «•  1  ^   ttk   iKiq|:  smui 


/^ 
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18.^8.        matter  of  such  church  rale  by  virtue  of  stat.  13  &  14  VicL 
R     ARD80N    ^'  ^^'  *•  ^'^  *"^  tendered  one  vote  for  each  separate  tene- 
^'  ment  whereof  there  appeared  to  be  a  separate  occupier, 

over  and  above  the  votes  which  they  were  entitled  to 
give  in  respect  of  their  own  personal  occupations ;  one 
of  such  owners  having  tendered  twenty  four  votes  in 
respect  of  twenty  four  such  small  tenements,  another 
sixteen  votes,  and  others  a  lesser  number.  That  the 
chairman  caused  such  votes  to  be  recorded  as  tendered, 
but  refused  to  allow  them  as  valid,  or  to  reckon  them  in 
the  poll  If  the  chairman  had  allowed  and  reckoned 
the  votes  tendered  by  the  owners  of  such  small  tene- 
ments on  the  before  mentioned  principle  of  one  vote  for 
each  tenement  in  each  separate  occupation,  he  would 
have  declared  the  result  of  the  poll  to  be : 

For  the  rate        -  -  -  -  91  votes 

Against  it  -  -  -  -  98  votes 

And  in  such  case  the  majority  of  votes  would  have  been 
against  the  rate. 

It  further  appeared  that  several  of  the  occupiers  of 
such  small  tenements,  although  not  assessed  to,  but 
named  as  occupiers  in,  the  poor  rate,  personally  attended 
the  poll,  and  tendered  votes  in  respect  of  their  indi- 
vidual occupations.  That  the  chairman  caused  such 
votes  to  be  recorded  as  tendered,  but  refused  to  allow 
them  as  valid,  or  to  reckon  them  in  the  poll.  If  the 
chairman  had  allowed  and  reckoned  the  votes  tendered 
by  the  occupiers  of  such  small  tenements,  he  would  have 
declared  the  result  of  the  poll  to  be : 

For  the  rate        -  -  -  -  58  votes 

Against  it  -  -  -  -  72  votes 

And  in  such  case  the  majority  of  votes  would  have  been 
against  the  rate. 


Guuiwni. 
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1858.  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^y  vestiy  who  is  not  assessed  or  liable  to  be 
BicBASMox  assessed  to  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.  And 
that,  consequently,  the  occupiers  of  small  tenements  in 
parishes  in  which  the  said  Act  of  13  and  14  Vtdaria, 
chapter  99,  is  in  force,  although  named  in  the  poor  rate 
as  occupiers,  have  no  right  to  vote  in  vestry  on  any 
question  whatever. 

^  4.  That  for  these  reasons  the  chairman  of  the  vestry 
was  right  in  rejecting  the  votes  which  he  so  rejected; 
and  that  the  said  church  rate  was  duly  made  in  vestry 
by  a  majority  of  the  parishioners,  and  was  in  other 
respects  good  and  valid. 

Hayes  Seijt.,  for  the  respondents.  First,  the  occupiers 
of  tenements  of  which  the  rateable  value  was  under  6i!. 
had  no  right  to  vote.  As  stat.  13  &  14  VkL  c  99.  is 
in  force  in  the  parish,  the  owners,  and  not  the  occu- 
piers, of  such  tenements  were  rateable  to  the  poor  rate. 
That  being  so,  these  occupiers  could  not  vote  in  vestry, 
by  Stat.  58  G.  3.  c.  69.,  commonly  called  SttayeM  Bournes 
Act,  sect  3  of  which  gives  the  right  of  voting  in  vestry 
only  to  inhabitants  who  are  rated  or  rateable  to  the 
poor  rate.  Stat.  59  G.  3.  c  85.  $.  1.  extends  this  to 
persons  who  are  rated,  though  not  inhabitants.  These 
last  mentioned  two  statutes  regulate  the  voting  in  vestry, 
and  entirely  supersede  all  earlier  law  on  the  same  matter. 
The  preamble  of  stat  58  G.  3.  c.  69.  recites  that  '*  it  is 
expedient  to  regulate  the  manner  of  holding  parish 
vestries,  and  the  right  of  voting  therein :"  and  sect.  1 
prescribes  the  giving  of  notices ;  sect.  2  makes  regulations 
as  to  the  chairman^  and  the  entering  of  minutes ;  sect.  3 
lays  down  the  qualification  before  mentioned;  sect.  4 
provides  for  the  case  of  inhabitants  who  have  come  into 
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1858.        liverymen  by  stat.  14  &  15  VicL  c,  39.;  which  enactment 
Richardson    would  have  been  unnecessary  unless  the  non-ratcability 

Gladwin  ^^  ^^  P^^^  ^^^  ^^7  ^^^'"®  ^^  ^^^^  2  &  3  fT.  4.  c.  45. 
*.  27.)  the  eflFect,  in  default  of  express  provision,  of  des- 
troying a  qualification  depending  on  the  rateability  (a). 

Lushy  contrlt.  At  common  law  every  parishioner 
paying  scot  and  lot  was  entitled  to  vote  at  the  vestry ; 
1  Burns  Ecc.  L,  p.  415  A  (9th  ed.,  by  Phillimore)y  tit. 
Churchwardens  [and  Vestry].  Stat  58  G,  3.  c.  69.  had,  by 
mistake,  limited  the  voting  to  inhabitants  paying  the  poor 
rate  on  a  certain  amount  of  property.  The  effect  would 
have  been  to  disfranchise  parties  who,  though  not  inha- 
bitants, were  rated  to  the  poor.  This  was  corrected  by 
Stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  85.  s.  1.  The  intention  of  stat.  58  G.  3. 
c.  69.  was,  not  to  disfranchise,  but  to  increase  the  number 
of  votes  upon  a  definite  amount  of  rated  property. 
[Crompton  J.  Was  not  the  intention  to  make  the  right 
depend  upon  being  rated  to  the  poor  rate  ?]  The  poor 
rate  is  made  the  test  of  the  amount  of  qualification. 
[Erie  J.  Has  any  inhabitant  been  admitted  to  vote  at 
vestries,  since  that  statute,  who  has  not  been  rated  to 
the  poor  ?  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  thought  it  an  irre- 
sistible argument  that  sect.  4  would  not  have  been 
needed  unless  rateability  to  the  poor  had  been  pre- 
viously made  the  qualification.  Erie  J.  What  does 
"scot  and  lot"  mean?]  It  would  include  "church 
scot"  (A).  This  question  could  not  have  arisen  before 
stat.  13  &  14  VicL  c,  99.,  because  there  would  have  been 
no  inhabicant  not  rateable  to  the  poor.     [Erie  J.     Stat. 

(a)  As  to  municipal  privileges  and  franchises,  see  sect.  7  of  stat.  13  &  14 
Vict,  c,  99. 
(6)  See  Spelman.  Glots.  sub  v.  CircseL 
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1858.  franchise  for  vestrymen,  that  of  being  assessed  to  the 
BioHARDsoN  P^^^  '^^  5  *^^  ^^  leaves  no  other.  When  we  come  to 
Gladwiv  ^^^  4  we  find  an  addition  made,  in  the  case  of  new 
comers,  who  are  liable  and  consent  to  be  rated  to  the 
poor  rate,  though  not  yet  so  rated  in  fact.  Thus  the 
third  and  fourth  sections  define  the  only  persons  who 
are  to  have  the  right  of  voting  in  vestry.  And  this 
applies  to  all  vestry  meetings:  otherwise  the  statute 
would  be  a  very  imperfect  "  Act  for  the  regulation  of 
parish  vestries,"  As  to  the  other  question,  it  is  hardly 
arguable.  Stat  58  G.  3.  c.  69.  *.  3.  expressly  says  that 
*'  no  inhabitant  shall  be  entitled  to  give  more  than  six 
votes."  Then  stat.  13  &  14  Vict  c.  99.  s.  6.  gives  the 
owner  **  the  same  right  to  vote  in  vestry,  as  if  he  were 
an  occupier  duly  rated  in  respect  of  the  same  tenement" 
If  he  were  an  occupier  so  rated,  he  would  not  have  more 
than  six  votes. 

(WiOHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Erle  J.  There  is  now  no  common  law  right  of 
voting  in  vestry  giving  any  thing  beyond  what  is  given 
by  Stat.  58  G.  3.  c.  69.  That  statute  intended  to  regu- 
late the  right,  and  to  take  away  all  rights  not  there 
declared.  The  preamble  states  that  *^  it  is  expedient  to 
regulate  the  manner  of  holding  parish  vestries,  and  the 
right  of  voting  therein."  Sect  1  extends  to  all  vestries: 
**  no  vestry  or  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  in  vestry  of 
or  for  any  parish  shall  be  holden"  without  such  notice 
as  is  there  prescribed :  only  sects.  8,  9  and  10  exempt 
customary  vestries,  vestries  regulated  by  special  Acts, 
and  vestries  in  London  and  SoiU/iwark.  Sect.  2  provides 
as  to  the  chairman.     Sect  3  enacts  that  *'in  all  such 
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1858.        only  six  votes,  by  sect  3  of  slat.  58  G.  3.  c.  69.,  whatever 

Richardson    number  of  tenements  he  may  occupy.     Mr.  Lush  con- 

Gladwin.     ^^"^^  ^^^^  ^®  ™^y  ^^^®  ^  occupier  of  A.,  as  occupier 

of  -B.,  and  so  on,  to  any  extent.     But  this  view  is  not 

consistent  with  the  words  of  the  Act 

Appeal  dismissed. 


Monday^ 
4pn/26tb. 


Thomas    Clarke    against    Samuel    Auchmuty 
Dickson,  John  Willlams  and  Thomas  Gibbs. 


A  person  in- 
duced by  fraud 
to  enter  into 
a  contract 
nnder  which 
he  pays  money 
ma^,  at  his 
option,  rescind 
the  contract, 
and  recover 
back  the  price, 
as  money  had 
and  received, 
ifhe  can  return 
what  he  has  re- 
ceived under  it. 
But,  when  ho 
can  no  longer 
place  the  par- 
ties  in  statu  quo, 
as  if  he  has  De< 
come  unable  to 
return  what  he 
has  received 
in  the  same 
plight  as  that 
m  which  he 
received  it, 
the  right  to 
rescind  no 
longer  exists ; 
and  his  remedy 
must  be  by 
an  action  for 
deceit,  and  not 
for  money  had 
and  received. 


A  CTION  for  money  had  and  received. 

Plea :  Never  indebted.  Issue  thereon. 
On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  at  the  Lon- 
don Sittings  after  last  MicJiaelmas  Term,  the  statements 
made  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  in  opening  his  case, 
were:  that,  in  1853,  the  plaintiff  was  induced,  by  repre- 
sentations made  by  the  three  defendants,  to  take  shares 
in  a  Company  called  The  Welsh  Patosi  Lead  and  Copper 
JMRning  Company^  which  was  then  formed  for  working  a 
mine  on  the  cost  book  principle,  and  of  which  the 
defendants  were  directors;  and  to  pay  deposits  for  those 
shares.  The  mine  was  worked  by  the  Company  during 
the  years  1854,  1855  and  1856;  and  dividends  were 
declared  in  each  of  those  years.  The  plaintiff  was 
induced  to  accept  fresh  allotments  of  shares  in  lieu  of 
the  dividends  declared.  In  1857  the  Company  was  in 
bad  circumstances:  it  was,  with  the  plaintiff's  assent, 
registered  as  a  Company  with  limited  liability,  and  was 
afterwards  wound  up  under  the  Winding-up  Act.  During 
the  process  of  winding  up,  the  plaintiff  for  the  first  time 
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1858.  Load  v.  Chreen  (a),  Murray  ▼.  Mann  (A).  It  is  too  late 
Cjj^^^u  for  him  to  avoid  the  contract  after  a  third  party  has 
acquired  an  interest ;  Kingzford  ▼.  Merry  (c).  Neither 
can  he  avoid  the  contract  if  he  has  dealt  with  the  article 
as  his  own ;  Campbell  v.  Fleming  {d).  In  that  case  the 
dealing  was  after  the  party  had  notice  of  the  fraud;  but 
the  principle  applies  if  he  has  received  any  benefit  before 
the  discovery.  **  There  can  be  no  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, unless  the  parties  can  be  placed  in  statu  quo ;"  per 
Parke  B.  in  Blackburn  v.  Smith  (e).  There  is  no  rescis- 
sion unless  it  be  total ;  Ferguson  v.  Carrington  {g\  Strutt 
V.  Smith  (A).  So  in  SuUy  v.  Frean  {%)  a  plea  to  a  bill  of 
exchange,  that  the  bill  was  for  the  price  of  a  ship  which 
the  defendant  was  induced  to  buy  by  means  of  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  as  to  its  state,  it  being  in  fact 
rotten,  was  held  not  issuable ;  ParA^  B.  observing :  ^'The 
plea  merely  sets  up  at  best  a  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion. The  defendant  still  has  the  ship."  In  Deposit 
Life  Assurance  v.  Ayscouch  (A)  the  same  principle  was 
stated  by  Crompton  J.  He  says :  ^'  When  the  record 
shews  that  the  contract  has  been  executed  so  far  that 
the  defendant  has  received  a  benefit,  I  have  doubted 
whether,  in  an  action  on  the  contract,  the  plea  of  fraud 
must  not  shew  that  he  has  restored  what  he  has  received.*' 
And  it  is  understood  that  subsequently,  in  a  case  of  Cole 
V.  BisJiop{l)y  nowhere  reported,  this  Court  acted  upon 

(a)  15  M,  4-  W.  216.  (6)  2  Exch.  538. 

(e)  11  Exch,  577,  (rf)  \  A,  ^  B.  40. 

(e)  2  Bxeh.  763.  790.  (g)  9  B.  ^  C.  59. 

(A)   1  C.  AT.  ^  R.  312.  (t;  10  Exch.  535. 
(A)  6  E.^  B.  761. 762. 

(0  Cole  againai  BiSUOP. 

T^HIS  was  an  action  brought  to  rccoTer  a  balance  of  200/1  on  an  agree- 
ment  for  the  sale  of  the  lease  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  the  fixtures. 
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1S58.  money,  but  elected  to  receive  them  in  shares;  and  on 
Clabkb  them  also  he  has  had  his  chance  of  profit  An  offer  to 
DicKsoir  return  these  shares  now,  if  it  were  practicable,  would  be 
like  an  offer  to  return  a  lottery  ticket  after  it  has  turned 
up  a  blank.  But  it  is  not  possible  to  return  the  shares : 
the  other  partners  in  the  mine  and  the  creditors  of  the 
Company  have  vested  rights  which  prevent  that.  And, 
besides,  the  nature  of  the  shares  has  been  changed ;  they 
have,  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  been  converted  from 
shares  in  a  common  partnership  into  shares  in  a  Company 
with  limited  liability. 

Kinglake  Serjt.,  Phinn  and  Horace  Lloyd^  in  support 
of  the  rule.  The  question  is,  whether  the  opening  state- 
ment disclosed  a  case  to  go  to  the  jury:  if  it  did, 
the  nonsuit  was  wrong.  An  allottee  of  shares  in  a 
mine,  to  be  conducted  on  the  cost  book  principle, 
may  recover  his  deposits;  Johnson  v.  Goslett  (a). 
[^Crompton  J.  In  that  case  the  projected  Company 
was  wholly  abortive.]  The  case  is  as  strong  when  the 
company  is  fraudulent  It  is  not  to  be  disputed  that 
fraud  does  not  render  a  contract  void  except  at  the 
option  of  the  party  defrauded.  ICrompton  J.  When 
you  enunciate  the  proposition  that  a  party  has  a  right 
to  rescind,  you  involve  in  it  the  qualification,  if  the 
state  of  things  is  such  that  he  can  rescind.  If  you 
are  fraudulently  induced  to  buy  a  cake  you  may  return 
it  and  get  back  the  price;  but  you  cannot  both  cat 
your  cake  and  return  your  cake.]  The  decision  in 
Campbell  v.  Fleming  (b)  turned  entirely  on  the  dealing 

{a^  3  Com  B.  N.  S.  569,  in  Cxch.  Cb.  ;  affirming  the  judgment  of  C.  P. 
in  JohuoH  V.  GotkU,  18  Com.  B.  728. 
(6)  \A,^E.  40. 


T. 
DlCKBOH. 
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1353^  mine,  and  trying  to  make  a  profit,  be  cannot  restore  the 
shares  as  they  were  before  this  was  done.  But,  further, 
be  not  only  bad  the  chance  of  profit,  but  dividends  were 
declared,  and  received  by  him.  They  were  not  received 
in  money,  it  is  true ;  but  the  receipt  of  money's  worth  has 
the  same  effect  in  Uw.  Then  he  has  also  changed  the 
nature  of  the  article:  the  shares  he  received  were  shares 
in  a  company  on  the  cost  book  principle ;  the  plaintiff 
offers  to  restore  them  after  be  has  converted  them  into 
shares  in  a  joint  stock  corporation.  Lastly,  the  offer  to 
restore  these  shares  is  not  made  till  after  the  Company 
is  in  the  course  of  being  wound  up,  when  all  chance  of 
profit  is  over,  and  the  shares  can  only  be  a  source  of 
loss.  I  have  looked  at  this  as  if  no  others  were  con- 
cerned but  the  plaintiff  and  defendants;  but  no  doubt 
there  may  have  been  liabilities  incurred  by  the  plaintiff 
to  third  persons,  rendering  it  impossible  for  him  to 
rescind. 

Cbompton  J.  When  once  it  is  settled  that  a  contract 
induced  by  firaud  b  not  void,  but  voidable  at  the  option 
of  the  party  deftuuded,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  that, 
when  that  party  exercises  his  option  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract, he  must  be  in  a  state  to  rescind ;  that  is,  he  must 
be  in  such  a  situation  as  to  be  able  to  put  the  parties  into 
their  original  state  before  the  contract.  Now  here  I  will 
assume,  what  is  not  dear  to  me,  that  the  plaintiff  bought 
his  shares  tcom  the  defendants  and  not  firom  the  Com- 
pany, and  that  he  might  at  one  time  have  had  a  right 
to  restore  the  shares  to  the  defendants  if  he  could,  and 
demand  the  price  fix)m  them.  But  then  what  did  he 
buy  ?  Shares  in  a  partnership  with  others.  He  cannot 
return  those ;  he  has  become  bound   to  those  others. 
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Momdinf, 
April  26^ 


Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan  against  The  Phcenix 

Life  Assurance  Company. 


Platntiflr 


/^OUNT  on  a  policy  of  life  assurance,  which  was  set 
out  in  base  verba  in  the  count     The  material  parts 
were  as  follows. 

"Fhcenix  Life  Assurance  Company,  Chief  office,  1, 
LeadenhaU  Street^  London.  Sum  assured,  1000/L 
No.  3115.  Annual  premium,  33/1  Whole  term. 
Payable    by    quarterly    instalments    of   8/.   5s.    each. 


policy  of  as- 
sunmoe  with 
defendant, 
dated  2d  i^ii. 
giui^  1856,  on 
the  life  of  B. 
The  policy 
recited  that 
plaintiflr  had 
paid  to  de- 
fendant W.  5«.  .  . 

as  the  premiom  Participating  scale." 

anoe  to  2d  No-       **  Whereas  Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan^  for  and  on  behalf 

vember,  1856; 
and  it  wit- 
netted  that, 
if  B.  thould 
die  before  the 
termination  of 
twelve  calen- 


of  The  Times  Life  and  Guaranty  Society^  No.  32,  Lud- 
gate  Hilly  London^  hereinafter  designated  the  assured, 
has  proposed  to  effect  an  assurance  with  The  Phoenix 
Life  Assurance  Company^  in  the  sum  of  10002.  upon 
from  the  date,    and   for   the   whole  continuance   of   the   life   of  Carl 

or  should  live 

beyond  tach  Frederick  Albert  Blomberg  of  No.  81,  Mere  Street^ 
pUUntiffthoold,  Berlin ;  and  whereas  the  said  assured  has  paid  to  the 
^at^peri<^  Said  Company  the  sum  of  8i  5«.,  as  the  premium  for 
or  on  or  before   ^jj^  g^jj  gssurance  until  the  2d  day  of  November,  1856 : 

the  expiration  •'  ' 

of  every  tuc- 
ceeding  twelve 

calendar  months,  provided  B,  be  still  living,  pay  the  annual  amount  of  premium,  then  defend, 
ant  should  be  liable  to  pav  1000/.  :  providea  that,  if  B.  died  before  the  whole  of  the  said 
quarterly  payments  should  have  become  payable  under  these  presents  for  the  year  in  which 
he  thould  to  die,  it  thould  be  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  deduct  and  retain  from  the  said 
lOOO/L  to  much  as  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  whole  of  the  said  premiums  for 
that  year,  reckoning  the  year  to  commence  from  2d  Auffutt* 

B.  died  within  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  date ;  and,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
third  quarterly  instalment  of  8iL  5«.  was  due  and  unpaid. 

Held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  (dubitante  WiUe$  J.>,  reversing  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Q.  B.,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  to  pay  the  1000/.,  the  policy  being 
from  year  to  year,  not  from  quarter  to  quarter ;  and  the  payment  of  the  instalments  at  the 
quarters  not  being  a  condition  precedent  to  the  continuance  of  the  policy  for  the  current 
year. 
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1858.        policy  \i  Bhmberg  should  die  by  duelling  or  by  his  own 

SheudaiT'  ^^^^  before  he  had  been  assured  fifteen  months  and 

p  ^*  made  two  annual  payments ;  and  in  some  other  events 

Life  Assurance  ^ot  materiaL     "In  witness"  &c.:   seal  of  Company: 

Company.  ^      '' 

»gnatures  of  three  directors:  date  2d  Augtuty  1856. 
Avermepts  of  general  performance  of  conditions,  and  of 
the  death  of  Bhmberg  after  the  making  of  the  policy 
and  while  it  was  in  force.     Breach :  non-payment. 

Plea  5.  That  the  said  Carl  Frederick  Albert  Bhmberg 
died  within  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  date  of 
the  said  policy,  and  after  the  third  of  the  said  quarterly 
instalments  or  payments  of  8iL  6s.  each  became  payable 
according  to  the  said  policy ;  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death  the  said  third  of  the  said  instalments  was  unpaid^ 
and  never  was  paid,  although  the  defendants  were  ready 
and  willing  to  receive  the  same  when  it  became  payable: 
and  by  the  said  non-payment  the  said  policy  became 
lapsed  and  was  void.     Demurrer.    Joinder. 

The  case  was  aigued  in  this  Term  {a). 

C.  AGboard,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  question  is  on  the 
construction  of  the  policy.  The  Company  might  have 
made  the  punctual  payment  of  each  quarterly  instalment 
during  the  first  year  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right 
to  be  paid  if  the  life  dropped  within  the  year;  but  they 
have  not  done  so.  They  might  sue  for  the  quarterly 
premium. 

Hugh  Hill,  contra.  The  general  sdieme  of  all  life 
insurance  is  that  the  assured  is  at  liberty,  by  paying  the 
annual  premiums  from  year  to  year,  to  keep  up  the 

(«)  Apr^  23d.     Before   Lord   Campbell  a  J^   Wi^ktmam^   Erk  ud 

GrMipiHi  «ls* 
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1858.  creating  the  condition  is  not  used  according  to  its  natural 

SuE&iDAH  meaning.     As  no  general  rule  of  law  is  in  question,  and 

P  \ix  ^  policies  in  this  extraordinary  form  must  be  exceedingly 

Life  Assurmnce  ^^g^j^  ^g  Jq  qq^  think  that  there  would  be  any  advantage 

Company.  ^  ^  . 

in   commenting  more  particularly  on  its  terms  before 
giving  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 


y^'^'.K.i.       COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

1868.] 

nPHE  plaintiff  alleged  error  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber.     The  defendants  denied  the  error. 
The  case  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Michaelmas  Vacation,  1858  (a). 


Lttsh,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  policy  expressly  stipulates 
that  the  10002.  is  to  be  paid  if  Blomberg  dies  within 
twelve  months  fh)m  the  date  of  the  policy,  2d  August^ 
1856.  This  b  not  qualified  by  what  is  added.  As  the 
language  of  the  instrument  is  that  of  the  Company,  it 
must,  if  there  be  an  ambiguity,  be  construed  against 
them.  And  the  language  is  at  least  consistent  with  the 
liability  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends.  The  annual 
premium  is  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  expiration  of 
every  twelve  months :  it  is  true  that,  according  to  the 
heading  of  the  policy,  though  not  according  to  the 
body,  the  premium  is  to  be  paid  quarterly :  but  this  is 
merely  a  particular  mode  of  payment  agreed   to:   a 

(a)  November  27tb,  1858.     Before  Coekburn  C.  J.,  PoVoek  C.  B.,  tfU- 
/toffw,  CtowfUr  and  Wilks  Js.,  and  Martin^  H'aiaum  and  Ckumntll  Ba. 
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1858.  is.  [PoUock  C.  B.  If  the  insurance  be  only  quarterly » 
Sheridan  what  does  the  assured  get  in  return  for  the  right,  which 
Ph(enix  ^^^  Company  by  the  proviso  reserve,  of  deducting  the 
^'compwij?^  premium  for  the  whole  year,  at  whatever  time  in  the 
year  the  death  occurs?]  He  is  relieved  from  paying 
the  whole  annual  premium  in  advance.  The  words  ^^or 
shall  live  beyond  such  period,*'  as  they  refer  to  a  con- 
tingency which  has  not  occurred,  may  be  struck  out ; 
and  then  the  words  **  shall  die  before  the  termination  of 
twelve  calendar  months  from  the  date  hereof"  will  be 
connected  with  the  condition  of  payment,  that  is  of  pay- 
ment of  the  annual  premium  by  quarterly  instalments. 
The  proviso  assumes  that  the  premiums  are  due  quar- 
terly. In  fFant  v.  Blunt  (a)  a  point  something  like  this 
was  discussed.  [Cockburn  C.  J.  There  was  no  question 
there  between  annual  and  quarterly  insurances.]  The 
policy  was  there  considered  to  have  dropped  by  non- 
payment of  the  quarterly  premium. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  (stopping  Lushf  in  reply).  We  are 
unanimous  in  considering  that  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed.  We  will  deliver  a  written  judgment  on 
Monday. 

WiLLES  J.  I  myself  have  considerable  doubts,  but 
not  sufficiently  strong  to  induce  me  to  differ  from  the 
rest  of  the  Court. 

Cur,  adv.  vult 

Pollock  C.  6.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  life  policy  effected  by  the 

(a)  12  East,  183. 
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1858.        the  nature  of  a  forfeiture,  without  express  words  which 
f>aERiDAM~  require  us  to  do  so. 

Phckhix  '^^  question  perhaps  does  not  admit  of  any  solution 

Life  Ammnce  wholly  free  from  doubt  or  difficulty. 

If  the  policy  is  held  to  be  an  insurance  from  year  to 
year,  time  being  given  to  pay  the  instalments,  some 
doubt  may  be  entertained  whether  the  instalments,  as 
they  became  due,  constituted  a  debt  from  the  assured 
to  the  Company.  On  the  other  hand,  if  this  was  a 
policy  fix>m  three  months  to  three  months,  the  condition 
by  which  the  Company  may  deduct  and  retain  what 
will  give  them  a  whole  year's  premium  cannot  be 
accounted  for.  And,  in  order  to  enforce  the  payment 
of  the  quarterly  instalments,  we  have  to  infer  a  condition 
**  precedent"  which  will  defeat  the  policy,  without  any 
express  words  which  create  one.  We  think  we  are 
bound  to  put  on  ever}'  contract  that  construction  which 
in  our  judgment  is  the  true  one :  but,  if  there  be  a  doubt, 
we  think,  of  all  instruments  that  come  before  us,  none 
requires  a  more  liberal  construction  than  a  life  policy. 

We  are  of  opinion  that,  ou  the  true  construction  of 
this  policy,  it  was  an  annual  insurance;  that  is,  an 
insurance  for  a  year,  and  from  year  to  year,  time  being 
given  to  pay  the  annual  premium  by  quarterly  instal- 
ments :  and  that  it  was  not  an  insurance  from  quarter 
to  quarter  (which  is  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  the 
Court  below) :  and  we  are  of  that  opinion,  because  the 
premium  is  at  the  commencement  called  an  annual  pre- 
mium, and  is  several  times  mentioned  in  the  policy  as 
an  annual  premium ;  also  because  the  death  of  the  party 
insured  is  always  referred  to  a  period  of  twelve  months, 
and  not  three  months ;  and  because  the  power  to  deduct 
seems  founded  upon  the  right  of  the  Company  originally 
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Tmeaday, 
AprUnxh. 


John  Chapman,  administrator  of  Margabet 
CnAFiiAN  his  late  wife,  deceased,  suing  for 
the  benefit  of  himself,  as  the  husband  of  the 
said  Margaret  Chapman,  against  John  Roth- 


well. 


Plaintiff, M       'T^HE  declaration  charged  that  defendant,  "before  and 

admintstratcr         1 

to  his  deceased  at  the  time  of  the  grievances  hereinafter  mentioned, 

that'defeDdant  was  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  a  brewery,  office, 
pation  of  a  *  ^^^  passage  leading  thereto  from  the  public  street,  used 
dtBoe^lBda,  ^7  ^^^  f°^  ^^®  reception  of  customers  and  others  in  his 
me*thCTe^»*^  trade  and  business  of  a  brewer;  and  which  said  passage 
from  the  public  ^gg  i^g  usual  and  ordinary  means  of  imrress  and  egress 

street,  used  by  J  "O  o 

defendant  for 
the  reception 
of  cnstomere 
in  his  trade 
of  a  brewer, 
which  passage 
was  the  usoal 
means  of  access 
from  the  office 
to  the  public 
street:  yet 
defendant 
wrongfully  and 
negligently 
permitted  a 
trap  door  in 
the  floor  of 
the  passage  to 

be  and  remain  open  without  being  properly  guarded  and  lighted ;  and  the  wife,  who  had 
been  to  the  office  as  a  customer  of  defendant,  and  otherwise  in  defendant's  business,  and 
was  lawfully  passing  along  the  passage  on  her  return  from  the  office  to  the  street,  fell 
through  the  aperture  caused  by  the  trap-^ioor  being  and  remaining  open  and  not  properly 
guarded  and  lighted ;  whereby  she  was  killed. 
On  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  held : 

1.  That  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  as  administrator,  under  stat  9  &  10  Fid.  e.  93., 
sufficiently  appeared,  without  express  allegation  of  pecuniary  damage. 

2,  That  the  duty  of  defSendant,  and  breach,  sufficiently  appeared. 


to  and  from  the  said  office  from  and  to  the  said  public 
street  Yet  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  negligently 
permitted  a  certain  trap-door  then  being  in,  and  in  the 
floor  of,  the  said  passage  to  be  and  remain  open,  without 
being  properly  guarded  and  lighted.  And  the  plaintiff 
says  that  the  said  Margaret^  his  wife,  who  had  been  to 
the  said  office  of  the  said  brewery  as  a  customer  of  the 
defendant,  and  otherwise  in  the  business  of  the  defendant, 
and  was  lawfully  passing  along  the  said  passage  on  her 
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1858.  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the  trap  door  closed.  [Lord 
Chapman*  Campbell  C.  J.  It  is  better  to  shew  the  facts  from  which 
RoTHwsLL.  ^^®  ^"^y  arises  (a).].  No  such  facts  appear.  [Erie  J. 
If  you  invite  a  customer  to  come  to  your  shop  and 
leave  a  pitfall  open,  or  a  large  iron  peg  in  the  part  of  the 
floor  over  which  the  customer  is  likely  to  tread,  is  not 
that  a  duty  aud  a  breach,  if  an  accident  ensues?]  Here 
no  invitation  is  shewn.  [Lord  Campbell  C.J.  Is  there 
not,  substantially  ?j  In  Sauthcote  v.  Stanley  (5),  a  case 
much  like  the  present,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
was  not  liable.  [Erie  J.  The  distinction  is  between 
the  case  of  a  visitor  (as  the  plaintiff  was  in  Sauthcote  v. 
Stanley  {b)  ),  who  must  take  care  of  himself,  aud  a 
customer  who,  as  one  of  the  public,  is  invited  for  the 
purposes  of  business  carried  on  by  the  defendant] 
That  distinction  is  certainly  unfavourable  to  the  present 
defendant. 

C.  fF.  Wood^  for  the  plaintiff,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam  (c). 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

(a)  See  The  LameaaUr  Cemal  Company  v.  Piumahy,  II  A.  ^  E.  230, 
in  Exch.  Ch.,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Q.  B.  in  JParnabif  t.  The  Laneasttr 
Canal  Company,  11  A.  ^  B.  223;   Seymour  ▼.  Maddox,  16  Q.  B.  326. 

(6)  \  S.^  N.  247. 

(c)  Lord  Campbell  0.  J.,  Erie  and  Crompion  Js. 
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1858.       trammel  whereof  the  mesh  (a)  shall  be  two  inches  and  a 
Thomas       half  broad." 

Evliis  ^^^  *^'  *^*^  Thomas  did,  on  the  day  in  question, 

fish  in  the  river  Toioy  for  salmon  was  clearly  proved, 
and  that  the  mesh  of  the  net  he  used  measured  exactly 
one  inch  and  a  half  from  side  to  side ;  in  other  words, 
that  the  spaces  between  the  next  opposite  threads  of  the 
said  net  were  each  only  one  inch  and  a  half  square : 
which  7%0/ita^  contended  was  sufficient,  inasmuch  as 
each  mesh  would  measure  three  inches  when  drawn  in 
a  straight  line ;  and  such  line  should  be  deemed  to  be 
the  breadth  of  the  mesh.     The  case  then  stated : 

*'  We,  however,  being  of  opinion  that  the  mesh  of  the 
net  defendant  used  was  too  small,  and  that  every  space 
between  the  threads  of  the  net  should  have  been  two 
inches  and  a  half  from  one  thread  to  the  opposite,  and 
the  superficial  area  between  the  threads  which  bound 
each  mesh  should  have  been  two  inches  and  a  half 
square  at  least,  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Acts  hereinbefore  cited,  convicted  the  said  Lemon  Thomas 
as  aforesaid." 

Whereupon  the  appellant  appealed. 

C  Milwardy  for  the  respondent.  The  question  is, 
what  satisfies  the  requisite,  in  stat.  1  Eliz.  c,  17.  s.  3., 
that  every  "  mesh"  shall  be  "  two  inches  and  a  half 
broad."  "  Mesh"  properly  means  the  instrument  with 
which  the  loop  of  the  net  is  made ;  each  of  the  four 
sides  of  the  loop  is  therefore  of  the  breadth  of  the  mesh. 
\^Crompton  J.  In  Johnson's  Dictionary  the  definition  of 
•*  mesh"  is  "  The  interstice  of  a  net ;  the  space  between 

(a;  **  Every  mesh  or  mask." 


V. 

EVAIIB. 
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1858,       oo  account  of  the  ambiguity  of  earlier  enactments.] 
Xhomab       There   is  nothing  in   it  qualifying   the   definition   of 
^^mesh,"   which   must  determine   the  decision   of  this 
case. 

C.  MUward  replied. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  think  this  conviction  was 
right.  The  magistrates  have  been  of  opinion  that  the 
mesh  was  too  small  The  word  '^  broad"  might,  and 
probably  did,  guide  them  to  that  conclusion.  At  first, 
I  was  struck  with  the  definition  in  stat.  3  Ja,  1.  c.  12. 
s.  2. :  but  that  relates  to  sea-fishing,  and  cannot  be  taken 
as  a  general  definition  as  to  how  a  mesh  is  to  be  measured : 
and  then  we  have  a  subsequent  statute  relating  to  salmon- 
fishing,  in  which  the  two  and  a  half  inches  is  estimated 
as  the  magistrates  have  estimated  it 

WiQHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
ordinary  definition  of  *^  mesh*'  is  the  space  firom  thread 
to  thread.  That,  by  stat.  1  Eliz.  c,  17.  s.  3.,  is  to  be 
two  inches  and  a  half  broad :  the  word  ^'  broad"  shews 
that  the  word  is  used  in  that  sense.  Stat.  3  «/a.  1.  c.  12. 
s.  2.  defines  the  size  of  which  a  mesh  must  be  for  the 
purposes  of  that  Act.  It  shews  that  the  word  *^  mesh" 
was  not  then  accurately  defined;  and  it  does  not  use 
the  word  *^  broad."  We  have  a  good  guide  here  in 
sect.  20  of  stat  5  &  6  Fict  c.  106.,  which  is  directed 
to  salmon-fishing. 

Erle  J.  I  think  the  conviction  right.  The  words 
of  stat  1  EUz.  c.  17.  s.  3.  are  capable  of  the  interpreta- 
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Wedneidaif, 
April  28th. 


Busby,  appellant,  against .  The  Chesterfield 
Waterworks  and  Gas  Light  Company,  res- 
pondents. 


occupiers  of 
bouses,  who 
should  "  de- 
mand a  supply 
of  water  for 
domestic  use,** 
a  sufficient 
supply  thereof, 
at  rents  fixed 


A  local  Act       n^HIS  was  a  case  stated  under  stat.  20  &  21  VicL  c.  43. 
c.  xxix.,  for  An  information  was,  on  17th  December  1857,  laid 

required  a  before  a  justice  for  the  borough  of  Chesterfield,  Derby^ 
to'furnish  to°^  *Air^,  by  William  Machin,  the  manager  of  the  respond- 
ents' works,  and  on  the  respondents'  behalf,  charging 
that  the  appellant  was  indebted  to  the  respondents  in 
the  sum  of  55.  for  unliquidated  damages  for  taking  and 
using  the  respondents'  water  for  other  than  domestic  use 
or  purposes,  without  the  respondents*  consent,  without 
the  assenment   having  demanded  such  water,  and  without  having  agreed 

with  the  respondents  upon  any  terms  or  conditions  with 
respect  to  the  supply  of  the  same,  the  appellant  not 
being  entitled  to  take  water  from  the  respondents  for 
other  than  domestic  use  or  purposes. 

The  respondents  by  their  solicitor,  and  the  appellant 
in  person,  appeared  before  two  justices  of  the  said 
borough  at  a  petty  sessions  of  the  peace  held  in  and  for 
the  said  borough  on  28th  December  1857;  when  the 
witnesses  tendered  by  both  parties  were  sworn  and 
examined. 

It  was  admitted,  by  both  parties,  that  the  object  of 
the  information  was  to  raise  the  question,  whether  or 


of  the  houses 
to  the  poor 
rate.     The 
Act  incorpo- 
rated The 
Waterworks 
Clauses  Act, 
1847  (10  &  11 
^ct  c.  17.). 
An  occupier 
wasassened 
upon  his 
bouse  and 
premises, 
rocluding  a 
ooach-house, 
stable  and 
yard.     He 
kept,  for  pri- 
vate use,  a 
carriage  in 
the  coach- 
house and  a 
horse  in  the 

stable ;  and,  on  the  premises,  he  applied,  for  the  horse  and  for  washing  the  carriage,  water 
supplied  by  the  Company  for  domestic  use. 

Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  do  so,  the  water  being,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act, 
applied  to  domestic  use. 
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BUBBT 
V. 

Chester. 

riSLD 

Waterworks 
Compsny. 


supply  of  water  for  horses  and  washing  carriages  kept 
by  the  occupier  on  his  premises  for  his  private  use. 

The  facts  of  the  case  proved  were  as  follows. 

The  appellant,  during  the  year  ending  30th  September 
1857>  and  some  time  previously,  occupied,  as  one  tene- 
ment, a  private  dwelling  house,  with  a  garden  imme- 
diately in  front  thereof,  and  a  small  court  yard  (in  which 
'  were  a  coach-house  and  stable)  immediately  behind  the 
house :  the  whole  premises  formed  one  inclpsure,  and 
were  occupied  together;  and  the  garden,  yard,  stable 
and  coach-house  were  appurtenant  to  the  dwelling  house. 
All  the  premises  were  situate  in  the  borough  of  Chester^ 
JieUL  The  appellant  kept  for  his  private  use,  in  the 
coach-house  and  stable,  a  carriage  and  one  horse. 

Previously  to  the  appellant's  occupation  of  the  pre- 
mises, water  had  been  laid  on  to  them  by  the  respond- 
ents from  their  works.  And,  during  the  year  ending 
30th  September  1857,  the  appellant  used  the  water  so 
laid  on  by  the  respondents  for  all  the  purposes  of  his 
dwelling  house,  for  his  horse,  and  for  washing  his 
carriage  on  the  premises. 

The  appellant's  house  and  premises  are  assessed  to 
the  poor  rate  of  the  township  of  Chesterfield  in  one  item 
as  follows. 


No. 


487 


Name  of 
Occu- 
pier. 


Cm   8m  Bm 

Bmbp. 


Name  of 
Owner. 


Description  of 
Property  rated. 


HunfM      Honse,  garden 
execntora.      and  stable. 


Name  or 

sitaatlon  of 

Property. 


Abereromb'e 
Street. 


Estimated 
extent. 


Gross  esti- 
mated 
rental. 


A.    ft.  T. 
11    1    0 


£     *.    d. 
29    18    0 


Rateable 
Talue. 


£     *.    <L 

S8     13    0 


Rate  at 
U.Sd. 
in  the 
ponnd. 


£  «.  d. 

2  16    0 
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and  this  was  the  only  question  the  justices  were  called 
upon  to  decide. 

The  respondents,  in  support  of  their  information  and 
the  form  of  their  proceedings  before  the  justices,  referred 
to  The  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847  (a),  sects.  35, 
44  and  85 ;  The  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1845  (&),  sect.  146 ;  and  The  Chesterfield  Waterworks 
and  Gas  Light  Company*s  Act,  1855  (c),  sects.  12,  31,  33 
and  34. 

The  case  then  stated : 

'*  We  decided  against  the  appellant,  and  made  an 
order  against  him  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  55.  claimed 
by  the  respondents,  and  the  costs  incurred  before  us. 
And  the  ground  of  our  determination  was,  that  we 
considered  that  the  respondents  had  made  out  their 
case,  and  that,  under  The  Chesterfield  Waterworks  and 
Gas  Light  Company's  Act,  1855,  a  supply  of  water  for 
domestic  purposes  did  not  include  a  supply  of  water  for 
any  horses  or  washing  any  carriages.'' 

The  appellant  thereupon  appealed. 

Pashley^  for  the  appellant.  The  question  is  whether, 
under  sect.  31  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  xxix.,  the  use  of 
the  water  for  the  horse  and  for  cleaning  the  carriage  is 
**  domestic  use."  Use  of  water  for  animals  kept  for  the 
purposes  of  trade  would  not  fall  within  the  words :  but 
water  used,  as  this  is,  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  the 
family,  does.  It  might  as  well  be  objected  that  the 
water  drunk  by  a  coachman  living  in  the  stable  did  not 
In  Bailey's  New  Universal  Etymological  English  Dic- 
tionary (^London J 1764),  Domestical  or  Domestic  is  defined 
as  "  1.    Of  or  pertaining  to  a  private  household,  not 


(o)  10  &  1 1  VicL  e.  17.  (6>  8  &  9  Viei.  e.  20. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  177,  note  (a). 
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Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  answer  the  question  which 
is  raised  in  the  affirmative.  The  horse  and  carriage 
were  for  private  use,  and  were  kept  on  the  premises: 
that  being  so,  the  water  used  for  them  was  applied  to 
domestic  use.  If  that  be  not  so,  I  do  not  see  how  we 
are  to  distinguish  between  a  horse  so  kept  and  a  dog  or 
cat  The  horse  and  carriage  are  kept  for  the  use  of 
the  occupier  of  the  house,  for  his  health  and  enjoyment, 
in  an  outhouse  belonging  to  his  premises.  The  water 
Company  need  be  under  no  apprehension  of  being  losers : 
they  ought  to  have  a  fair  remuneration  for  the  supply 
which  they  impart,  and  will  look  to  the  sum  at  which 
the  party  supplied  is  rated.  If  there  be  separate  rates 
on  a  house  and  stable  there  will  be  distinct  charges: 
and,  when  the  whole  are  rated  together,  they  will  charge 
the  aggregate  for  domestic  use. 


(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Crompton  J.  The  only  question  is  whether  domestic 
use  does  not  include  water  used  in  this  way  in  the  stable. 
The  stable  is  part  of  the  house :  I  cannot  see  why 
water  taken  for  use  in  the  stable  is  not  water  taken  for 
domestic  use. 


Erle  J.  I  cannot  find  in  the  Act  anything  which 
defines  what  domestic  use  is.  The  horse  and  carriage 
are  for  the  use  of  the  family.  If  the  rateable  value  of 
the  premises  is  properly  fixed  the  Company  will  receive 
the  proper  sum :  if  not,  they  are  entitled  to  have  the 
rate  properly  made. 

Appeal  allowed. 
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policies  as  aforesaid,  and  that,  to  insure  the  payment  of 
the  sums  insured  by  such  policies,  whenever  the  said 
policies  should  become  payable,  they,  the  said  Athenceum 
Life  Assurance  Society^  had  and  were  possessed  of  a 
capital  stock  of  100,000/.,  out  of  which  such  policies, 
when  granted  by  the  said  Society,  might,  on  becoming 
payable,  be  paid.  That,  before  the  making  by  the  said 
AihencBum  Life  Assurance  ^Society  of  the  policy  hereinafter 
next  mentioned  to  have  been  made  and  granted  by 
them,  plaintiffs  had,  by  a  like  policy  of  assurance  made 
and  granted  by  them,  plaintiffs,  numbered  1302,  and 
bearing  date  (to  wit)  20th  day  o{  August  1854,  assured 
the  sum  of  7000Z.  on  the  life  of  one  Richard  Paul  Hose 
Jodrelly  then  of  &c.  Of  all  which  the  said  Athenceum 
Life  Assurance  Society  had  uotice.  That  afterwards,  to 
wit  on  20th  August  1854,  one  John  Hornby ,  as  the  agent 
and  for  and  on  behalf  of  plaintiflB,  proposed  to  effect  an 
assurance  with  the  said  Athenceum  Life  Assurance  Society 
in  the  sum  of  6500/.,  upon  and  for  the  whole  continuance 
of  the  life  of  the  said  jR.  P.  H.  JodrelL  And  afterwards, 
to  wit  20th  August  1854,  by  a  certain  instrument  or 
policy  of  assurance  then  made  and  signed  by  three  direc- 
tors of  the  said  Athenceum  Life  Assurance  Society^  and 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the  said  Society,  after 
reciting  that  the  said  J.  Hornby^  as  secretary  for  and  on 
behalf  of  plaintiffs,  and  thereinafter  called  the  assured, 
had  proposed  to  effect  an  assurance  with  the  said 
Athenceum  Life  Assurance  Society  in  the  said  sum  of 
6500/.  upon  and  for  the  whole  continuance  of  the  life 
of  the  said  R.  P.  H.  Jodrell;  and  that  the  said  John 
Hornby  (as  such  agent  for  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid)  had 
paid  to  the  said  Society  the   sum  of  308/.  \5s.  as  a 
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Puses  or  ~  pnor  daims  and  demands,  in  pmsoanoe  of  the  proTisions 
of  the  aaid  deed  of  aettkment,  aboukl  alone  be  liable  to 
answer  and  make  good  all  daims  and  demands  upon  the 
said  Sode^  cnr  otherwise  onder  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 
redting  policj.  And  also  that  no  director,  officer  or 
sluureholder  of  the  said  Sode^,  his  heirs,  executors  or 
administratoTB,  should,  bj  reason  of  this  policy,  be  in 
anywise  individually  or  personally  liable,  or  subject  to 
any  such  daims  or  demands,  or  be  in  anywise  charged 
by  reason  thereof,  beyond  the  amount  unpaid  of  his 
duunes  in  the  said  capital  stock,  nor  longer  than  he 
should  retain  the  same  shares.  And  it  was  further 
i^reed  that  all  the  above  mentioned  copditions  should 
be  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  those  contained  in 
the  said  policy  of  assurance  of  plaintiflb  for  700(ML 
numbered  1302,  and  dated  23d  Awyuit  1854,  to  the 
intent  that  the  liability  of  the  assurance  so  made  by 
The  Athemawm  IJft  Astmranee  Sodefy  as  aforesaid  should 
be  precisely  the  same  as  that  of  the  plaintifi  so 
numbered  1302  as  aforesaid.  And  that  the  sum  as- 
sured by  the  now  redting  policy  should  be  imme- 
diatdy  payable  (if  in  force)  upon  proof  being  given  that 
the  plaintiflh  had  paid  and  discharged  the  sum  assured 
by  them  by  the  policy  so  numbered  1302  above  described. 
Averment :  that  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  AthauBttm  Society,  having  reference  to  the 
liability  of  the  said  Society  and  its  shareholders  to  pay 
the  sums  insured  by  the  polides  effected  with  the  said 
Society,  are  contained  in  the  28th  clause  of  the  said 
deed  of  settlement,  which  clause  is  in  the  words  foOowing. 
^  XXVIIL  That  every  policy,  endowment,  grant  of  an- 
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within  twelve  calendar  months  on  the  payment  of  the 
premium  or  premiums  then  due,  with  interest  thereon 
at  the  rate  of  5  pounds  per  centum  per  annum,  and  the 
payment  of  such. a  fine  as  the  board  of  directors  may 
think  reasonable.  Secondly,  policies  will  become  void" 
&c.  (certain  conditions ;  of  which  none  but  the  fol- 
lowing are  now  material).  "  Fourthly,  that,  subject  to 
the  above  conditions,  all  policies  are  indisputable  and 
indefeasible,  except  in  cases  of  express  fraud  and  of 
personation.  Fifthly,  all  claimants,  upon  the  death  of 
any  person  whose  life  shall  have  been  assured  by  the 
Company,  must,  if  required,  make  proof  thereof,  and 
give  such  further  information  respecting  the  same  as 
the  board  of  directors  shall  require."  Averment :  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  policy  by  The 
Athen(Bum  Life  Assurance  Society,  and  from  thence  until 
the  time  of  the  death  of  JL  P.  H,  Jodrell  hereafter 
mentioned,  plaintiffs  were  interested  in  the  life  of  JS.  P.  H, 
Jodrelly  to  the  amount  (to  wit)  of  70002. :  and  that  they 
have  paid,  according  to  the  said  policy,  all  premiums, 
when  and  as  the  same  became  due  and  payable,  under 
the  said  policy  last  mentioned,  to  The  Athenctum  Life 
Assurance  Society,  who  duly  accepted  and  received  the 
same.  And  that  the  said  respective  policies  of  plaintifis 
and  the  said  AthentBum  Life  Assurance  Society,  so  made 
as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  of  the  said  R.  P.  H.  JodrelVs 
death,  were  then,  and  remained,  in  full  force  and  effect. 
And  that  afterwards,  to  wit  on  12th  November  1855, 
JR.  P.  H.  Jodrell  died.  And  that  proof  thereof  was  duly 
made  to  plaintiffs;  and  plaintifls  thereupon  in  due  time 
paid  to  the  holder  of  the  policy,  hereinbefore  mentioned 
as  granted  by  plaintiffs  for  7000/.,  No.  1 302,  and  dated 
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Society y  although  requested,  after  proof  of  the  death  and 
of  the  payment  by  plaintifis,  out  of  the  stock  &c.  of  the 
Society  or  otherwise. 

Second  and  third  counts :  similar  claims,  under  two 
policies,  of  2000il  each,  assured  by  The  AtheruBum  Life 
Assurance  Society  to  plaintifis,  and  by  plaintiffs  pre- 
viously, on  the  life  of  JS.  P.  H.  JodrelL  Fourth  count: 
for  money  lent,  money  paid,  money  received,  money 
due  on  account  stated,  and  interest. 

The  defendant  pleaded  fourteen  pleas.  Of  the  pleas 
to  the  first  three  counts  the  following  only  were  ultimately 
insisted  on. 

1.  That  the  said  policies  and  agreements  and  con- 
ditions were  not,  nor  was  any  of  them,  made  by  the 
said  Athenmum  Life  Assurance  Society. 

4.  As  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as  alleged  the 
provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  The  Athenmum 
Life  Assurance  Society  :  That  the  provisions  of  the  said 
deed  were  not  as  alleged. 

6.  That  plaintifis  did  not  pay,  accprding  to  the  said 
policies,  the  said  premiums,  when  and  as  the  same 
became  due  and  payable,  or  any  of  such  premiums  as 
alleged. 

7.  That  the  said  policies  were  not,  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  said  R.  P.  H.  Jodrell^  nor  was  any  of  them, 
in  fiiU  force  and  effect. 

14.  That  the  said  Society  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  policies,  respectively,  a  Company, 
completely  registered  under  and  according  to  &c.  (7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  110.);  and  that,  by  the  deed  of  settlement  of 
the  said  Society,  it  was  provided  that  every  policy, 
endowment,  grant  of  annuity,  or  other  instrument  re- 
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in  his  absence   by  such  officer  as  the  directors  shall 
appoint.** 

'*  XXIV.  That  the  directors  shall  meet  at  the  prin- 
cipal offices  of  the  Society  once  at  least  in  every  week, 
and  also  at  such  other  times  (if  any)  as  the  chairman  or 
any  three  directors  shall  require  a  meeting  to  be  held, 
and  that  every  such  last  mentioned  or  special  meeting 
shall  be  summoned"  &c.  (provisions  for  notice). 

•*  XXV.  That  three  directors  shall  constitute  a  board, 
and  shall  be  competent  to  exercise  the  several  powers 
and  authorities  hereby  conferred  on  the  directors  gene- 
rally, and  that  whether  there  shall  or  shall  not  be  any 
vacancy  or  vacancies  in  the  office  of  directors,  or  shall 
or  shall  not  have  been  any  irregular  or  void  appointment 
or  appointments,  election  or  elections  to  such  office, 
whereby  the  whole  number  of  directors  shall  happen  to 
be  less  than  that  provided  for  by  er  in  accordance  with 
these  presents,  but  so  that  there  always  be  at  the  least 
six  directors  of  the  Society,  and  that  three  du^ctors  be 
present  at  the  board.** 

'*  XXVIL  That  after  complete  registration,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  directors  of  the  Society  to  effect  assur- 
ances on  lives  and  survivorships,"  &c.  (the  other  transac- 
tions contemplated). 

**  XXVIIL** — This  was  as  set  out  in  the  declaration, 
ante,  p.  186. 

^^XXX.  Provided  also,  that  if  any  premium  upon 
any  policy  of  assurance  effected  by  the  Society  upon 
any  life  or  lives  or  contingency  relating  thereto,  shall  be 
unpaid  for  thirty  days  after  the  payments  respectively 
shall  have  become  due,  every  such  policy  respectively, 
and  all  payments  theretofore  made,  and  all  claims  on  the 
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"  XXXVIII.  That  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  direc- 
tors, and  they  are  hereby  empowered  to  alter,*'  &c.  (power 
to  alter  and  rescind  contracts,  compromise  and  refer  dis- 
putes, prove  debts,  &c.),  "and  generally  where  these 
presents  are  silent,  or  do  not  otherwise  provide,  to  act 
in  the  direction  of  the  concerns  of  the  Society  in  such 
a  manner  as  at  their  absolute  discretion  they  shall  think 
most  conducive  to  the  interest  of  the  Society,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  make,  do,  and  execute,  all  such  acts, 
deeds,  matters,  and  things  whatsoever,  as  may  be  requisite 
or  expedient  in  that  behalf.** 

"  LIL  That  the  receipts  in  writing  of  any  two  of  the 
directors  of  the  Society  for  the  time  being,  countersigned 
by  the  manager,  or  of  the  trustees  of  the  Society  for  the 
time  being,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  any  money  belong- 
ing or  payable  to  them  respectively,  or  in  respect  of  any 
property  of  the  Society,  shall  be  sufficient  dischaiiges  to 
the  person  or  persons  paying  the  same,  and  shall  ex- 
onerate him  or  them  from  all  liability  of  seeing  to  the 
application,  or  on  account  of  the  mis-application  or  non- 
application  thereof,  and  from  all  necessity  of  inquiring 
into  the  expediency  or  regularity  of  any  such  sale, 
mortgage,  transfer,  or  other  transaction,  in  respect  of 
which  such  money  shall  be  payable,  or  whether  such 
sale,**  &c.,  "has  been  authorized  or  not  by  the  board 
of  directors  or  by  the  Society,  or  whether  the  trustees 
of  the  Society  or  any  of  them,  or  the  directora  signing 
such  receipts  or  any  of  them,  are  or  is  duly  appointed 
or  not." 

"  CL  That  the  books  wherein  the  proceedings  of  the 
general  meetings  and  of  the  board  of  directors  are  re- 
corded, shall  be  kept  at  the  principal  offices  of  the 
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the  other  party.  But,  as  the  several  premiums  became 
due,  the  officer  of  the  party  to  which  it  was  owing  was 
in  the  habit  of  giving  a  receipt  for  the  amount  to  the 
other  party ;  and  at  the  periodical  settlement  of  accounts 
the  parties  were  credited  and  debited  with  the  sums 
accordingly.  In  the  present  case,  such  receipts  were 
given  for  the  premiums  on  each  of  the  policies  within 
thirty  days  after  they  became  due  respectively,  namely, 
in  August  and  September  1855;  and  the  amounts  formed 
items  in  the  accounts  as  settled  next  thereafter,  namely 
on  29th  February  1856,  on  which  settlement  the  balance 
was  against  The  AthencBum  Life  Assurance  Society,  and 
was  paid  by  them  to  the  plaintiflls.  Jodrell  had  died  in 
the  interval  between  the  giving  of  the  last  receipt  and 
this  settlement  of  accounts,  namely  on  12th  November 
1855.  It  appeared,  by  the  evidence  of  Hornby  the 
secretary  to  the  plaintiflls,  that,  at  the  times  when  these 
receipts  were  given,  The  Athen<zum  Life  Assurance 
Society  was  in  debt  to  the  plain tiflfs.  TVuelocky  upon 
JodrelTs  death,  claimed  from  the  plaintiflls  the  sums  due 
on  the  policies:  and  the  plaintiflTs,  after  consultation 
with,  and  upon  the  suggestion  of.  The  Athenceum  Life 
Assurance  Society,  resisted  the  claim,  and,  on  behalf  of 
that  Society,  defended  actions  brought  by  Truehek. 
Truehck  oflPered  a  compromise,  which  The  Athencsum 
Life  Assurance  Society  prevented  the  plaintiflb  from 
accepting.      Truelock  recovered  the  full  amount 

The  defendant's  counsel  contended:  First,  that  the 
policies  were  not  duly  executed  by  The  AthentBum  Life 
Assurance  Society,  for  want  of  an  order  such  as  required 
by  the  XXth  section  of  the  deed  of  settlement ;  Secondly, 
that   the  plaintiflb   were   not  entitled   to   thirty    days 
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The  case  was  argued  in  last  Michaelmas  (a)  and 
Hilary  (J)  Terms. 

Bt/les  Serjt,  Montague  Smith  and  F.  Edwards  shewed 
cause.  First,  as  between  the  plaintiflb  and  The 
AthencBum  Society^  the  policies  were  binding,  in  spite  of 
the  XXth  section  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Society. 
Substantially,  that  provision  has  been  complied  with. 
There  has  indeed  been  no  previous  order :  but  the  seal 
of  the  Society  has  been  affixed;  and  three  directors, 
one  of  whom  is  the  manager,  have  signed  it.  The 
signature  of  the  manager  is  not  the  less  the  signature  of 
a  director  because  the  same  person  happens  to  bear  both 
characters.  The  case  is  like  that  of  the  same  individual 
executing  a  deed  to  which  he  is  a  party  in  different 
characters,  and  in  which  he  is  mentioned  as  a  party  of 
the  first  part,  and  also  of  the  third  part,  &c.  The  order 
may  be  contemporaneous  with  the  affixing  of  the  seal ; 
and,  if  so,  the  joining  in  the  policy  is,  in  eflect,  making 
the  order.  But,  supposing  that  what  has  taken  place  is 
not  a  compliance  with  the  XXth  section  of  the  deed, 
the  Society  are  nevertheless  bound.  The  Society  is  con- 
stituted under  stat.  7  &  8  Fict  c.  110.:  and  completely 
registered ;  and,  by  sect  7,  the  deed  must,  no  doubt,  be 
registered.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  will  be  argued 
that  the  party  obtaining  the  insurance  ought  to  look  at 
the  terms  of  the  deed.]  The  defendant  must  go  even 
further  than  that:  he  must  contend  that  the  party 
obtaining  the  insurance  is  bound  to  know  what  has  in 
fact  been  done  by  the  company  granting  the  insurance. 

(o)  November  ^36,  1857,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  WigkU 
man  and  Brie  Js. ;  and  November  24th,  before  tbo  same  Judges, 
(fr)  January  21st,  1858,  before  the  same  Judges. 
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Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  &  9  Fict  c.  16.) ; 
that  the  claim  was  for  work  done  as  secretary  to  the 
Company ;  and  that  no  determination  as  to  his  remu- 
neration, or  that  of  any  secretary,  had  been  exercised 
at  a  general  meeting,  as  required  by  sect.  91.  On 
demurrer  to  the  replication,  judgment  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff,  for  the  badness,  it  is  clear,  of  the  plea. 
Bramwell  B.  said:  '* These  Acts  of  Parliament  are 
construed  as  if  they  were  partnership  deeds.  To  violate 
them  may  be  a  breach  of  trust  as  between  the  direc- 
tors and  the  shareholders;  but  acts  not  done  accord- 
ing to  them  may  bind  the  Company.  If  the  directors, 
without  such  authority,  have  agreed  to  give  the  plaintiff 
500/.  a  year  they  may  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
trust,  but  that  is  all."  In  Peddell  v.  Gwyn  (a)  a  similar 
defence  was  offered  to  scire  facias  brought  against  a 
shareholder  on  a  judgment  against  a  Company.  It  was 
held  that,  whether  or  not  the  defence  would  have  been 
good  in  the  original  action,  which  was  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change accepted  by  the  Company,  it  was  not  available 
on  scire  facias.  The  decision  therefore  is  not  in  point 
But  Martin  B.  said,  respecting  the  clause  in  the  deed  of 
settlement  there  relied  on  as  shewing  that  the  directors 
were  not  authorized  to  accept:  ^^  I  am  inclined  to  think, 
however,  that,  as  regards  third  parties,  that  provision  is 
immaterial,  and  that  a  person  who  takes  a  bill  accepted 
by  the  Company  is  not  bound  to  see  that  it  is  in  a  form 
authorized  by  the  deed  of  settlement  The  45th  section  (&) 
expressly  enacts,  *  that  if  the  directors  are  authorized  by 
deed  of  settlement  or  by-law  to  issue  or  accept  bills,  they 
shall  do  so  in  the  manner  there  prescribed;'  and  it 
would  be  strange  to  hold  that  where  the  directors  of  a 


(a)   1  H.  5  N.  590. 


(6)  Of  Stat.  7|-8  J7rt.  c.llO. 
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ficate  signed  by  three  directors.  A  shareholder  sent 
the  proper  notices  to  the  directors,  and  received  a  con- 
sent signed  bj  three  directors.  In  fact  the  notices  had 
not  been  laid  before  a  board,  nor  the  consent  of  the 
board  obtained.  Afterwards,  the  shareholder  was  re- 
turned to  the  Stamp  Office  as  having  ceased  to  be  a 
member;  and  the  transferees  were  treated  as  share- 
holders. Subsequently,  the  directors  strove  to  treat  the 
original  shareholder  as  still  liable  in  that  character,  on 
account  of  the  want  of  consent  of  the  board.  Romilly 
M.  R.  held  that  they  could  not  do  so.  Lord  SL  Leonards^ 
who  concurred  with  him,  said:  ''I  wish  only  to  guard 
myself  against  being  considered  to  hold  that  where,  as  in 
MorgavLS  Case  (a),  the  directors  of  a  company  do  an  act 
which  is  clearly  not  within  their  power,  and  to  which 
they  never  could  by  any  form,  or  any  ceremony,  give 
vitality,  such  an  act  can  be  maintained.  That  is  a  ques- 
tion which  in  every  case  must  stand  upon  its  own  merits, 
and  it  has  no  bearing  upon  the  case  now  before  your 
Lordships,  which  is  one  where  the  directors  could,  if 
they  had  thought  proper  to  perform  their  duty,  have 
given  validity  to  every  one  of  these  transfers.  They 
chose  to  neglect  a  portion  of  the  proper  forms  and 
ceremonies,  looking  at  the  substance,  which  they  never 
did  lose  sight  of,  but  they  entirely  disregarded  the 
form,  and  they  have  thus  given  interests  to  parties 
which  these  parties  never  could  have  had  without  their 
consent. **  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  We  must  hold  our- 
selves bound  by  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  that 
case,  though  it  was  the  result  only  of  a  division  of 
opinion.     In  that  respect,  the  case  is  as  in  Regina  v. 


(a)   Es  parte  Moryam,  1  Maen.  jr  G.  225. 
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JfiEr  (a).]     On  the  other  side,  reliance  will  be  placed 

m  the    language   of  Lord    WensleydaU  in  Ernest  v. 

KAoUs  (by     He  there  points  out  that  the  Legislature 

eoDodered  that  joint  stock  companies  could  not  con- 

venientlj  be  treated  as  ordinary  partnerships,  and,  on 

die  other  hand,  would  not  be  likely  to  obtain  charters 

pbdng  them  in  the  precise  position  of  corporations. 

He  then  goes  on  as  follows.     **  The  Legislature  then 

derised  the  plan  of  incorporating  these  companies  in 

•  manner  unknown  to  the  common  law,  with  special 

powers  of  management  and  liabilities,  providing  at  the 

niDe  time  that  all  the  world  should  have  notice  who 

ifre  the  persons  authorized  to  bind  all  the  shareholders, 

hj  requiring  the  copartnership  deed  to  be  registered, 

certified  by  the  directors,  and  made  accessible  to  all; 

lod,  besides,  including  some  clauses  as  to  the  manage- 

Mt,  as  in  the  Act  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  s.  7,  &c.     All 

penoDS,  therefore,  must  take  notice  of  the  deed  and  the 

piorisions  of  the  Act.     If  they  do  not  choose  to  acquaint 

Aemaelves  with  the  powers  of  the  directors,  it  is  their 

^^VD  fiuilt,  and  if  they  give  credit  to  any  unauthorized 

pOBons  they  must  be  contented  to  look  to  them  only, 

>d  not  to  the  company  at  large.     The  stipulations  of 

^  deed,  which  restrict  and  regulate  their  authority, 

^  obligatory  on  those  who  deal  with  the  company ; 

^  the  directors  can  make  no  contract  so  as  to  bind 

d^  whole  body  of  shareholders,  for  whose  protection 

die  rules  are  made,  unless  they  are  strictly  complied 

^th.    The  contract  binds  the  person  making  it,  but  no 

«tt  else.    Those  provisions  which  give  to  the  directors 

&cretioQary   powers   of  management,   do   not   affect 
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(•)  10  a  fr  F.  634. 

(^)  6  ff.  L.  Gb.  40 1 .  4 1 8.  Re? ening  the  judgment  of  the  Lords  Justices 
^'^•/loadDM  Auwvmt  GsMfNu/f  Cose,  b  DeG,  M  ^  G.  465. 
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Strangers ;  and  the  shareholders  are  bound  by  the  exer- 
cise of  the  discretion  which  they  have  consented  to 
give.  Other  stipulations  are  directory  merely,  and  do 
not  constitute  conditions  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers ; 
but  they  form  the  subject  of  an  action  against  the 
directors  for  the  breach  of  their  covenants  expressed 
or  implied  in  the  deed.  The  great  body  of  shareholders 
for  whose  protection  these  limitations  of  authority  are 
provided  cannot  be  affected  unless  they  are  complied 
with.  They  can  only  act  and  contract  through  their 
directors,  and  the  acts  of  the  individual  shareholders 
have  no  effect  whatever  on  the  company  at  large." 
These  remarks  were  clearly  extrajudicial :  the  case  was 
one  where  the  contract  made  was  not  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  the  business  of  the  Company,  and  therefore 
not  within  the  general  law.  It  was  a  contract  by  one 
company  to  purchase  the  trade  of  another  company. 
But  his  Lordship,  even  there,  points  out  that  some 
stipulations  are  directory  merely.  [Erie  J.  Lord  Wens^ 
leydale  goes  on  to  give  examples  shewing  that  he  con- 
sidered the  formalities  to  be  essential.]  He  refers  to 
Ridley  V.  Plymouth  Grinding  and  Baking  Company  (a) 
and  Kingsbridge  Flour  Mill  Company  v.  Plymouth  Grind- 
ing and  Baking  Company  (b).  But  in  those  cases  the 
contracts  were  not  under  seal ;  and,  so  far  as  they  affect 
contracts  made  in  the  course  of  the  Company's  proper 
business,  they  must  be  considered  as  overruled  by  Smith 
V.  The  Hull  Glass  Company  {c)^  which  agrees  with  Reuter 
V.  Electric  Telegraph  Company  (d).  Some  authorities 
will  be  found  in  Bostock  ▼.  North  Staffordshire  Railway 
Company  {e). 


(a)  2  Bxeh,  711. 
(c)  11  Com.  ^.897. 


(6)  2£xcA.718. 
(d)  Q  E.^  B,  341. 


(0  AE.^  B,  798. 
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Next,  as  between  these  parties,  the  premiums  were 
puil  by  their  having  been  allowed  in  the  mutual  ac- 
coonts,  according  to  the  course  of  dealing  of  the  two. 
It  18  true  that  the  balance  was  not  struck  till  after 
the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days :  but  the  receipts  were 
given  within  that  period.  It  is  indeed  suggested,  by 
the  second  ground  mentioned  in  the  rule  Nisi,  that  the 
aUowance  of  the  thirty  days'  grace  was  unauthorized. 
If  that  is  insisted  upon,  the  answer  is  that  the  memo- 
imdum  may  be  taken  as  part,  and  contemporaneous  with 
the  execution,  of  the  policy  itself;  Burgh  v.  Preston  (a), 
hjbmm  v.  Warrington  (J),  Keek  v.  Wheeler  (c) ;  which 
brings  the  question  to  the  first  point. 
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Sir  F.  T/iesiger,  Sir  F.  Kelly  and  Fieldy  contra.  The 
Society  do  not  think  it  right  to  insist  on  the  second 
ground  in  the  rule  Nisi. 

As  to  the  first  ground.     By  sect  7  of  stat.  7  &  8  Vict 
c  110.  the  deed  of  settlement  of  a  joint  stock  Company 
ibUy  registered  under  the  Act  (as  this  Company  was) 
must  be  registered ;  and  it  must  make  provision  for  such 
of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  Schedule  (A.)  as  the  nature 
iod  business  of  the  Company  may  require.     By  sect.  25 
tbe  powers  of  the  Company  to  enter  into  contracts  &c. 
ve  given  ^  subject  nevertheless,  with  respect  to  all  such 
powers  and  privileges,  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and 
lolyect  also  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement 
of  the  Company  or  any  other  special  authority."  Sect  27 
defines  the  powers  of  the  directors,  who  are  '*  to  conduct 
vA  manage  the  affairs  of  the  Company  according  to  the 
provisions  and  subject  to  the  restrictions  of  this  Act, 


(«)  8  r.  R.  483.  (6)  1  Stark,  N,  P.  C.  162. 

(c)  1  M.^G,  665. 
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and  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  of  any  by  law,  and 
for  that  purpose  to  enter  into  all  such  contracts  and  do 
and  execute  all  such  acts  and  deeds  as  the  circumstances 
may  require;"  "subject  nevertheless  to  the  provi^ons 
and  restrictions  of  this  Act,  and  to  the  provisions  of  the 
deed  of  settlement  of  the  Company  or  other  special 
authority,  but  not  so  as  to  enable  the  shareholders 
to  act  in  their  own  behalf  in  the  ordinary  manage- 
ment of  the  concerns  of  the  company  otherwise  than 
by  means  of  directors."  And  among  the  purposes  of  the 
Company  set  forth  in  Schedule  (A.)  is  one,  number  23, 
"  for  ensuring  the  safe  custody  of  the  seal  of  the  Com- 
pany, and  for  regulating  the  authority  under  which  it  b 
to  be  used*"  A  party,  therefore,  who  deals  with  a  com- 
pletely registered  joint  stock  company  knows  that  he  is 
to  look  to  the  deed  of  settlement  for  the  requi«tes  essen- 
tial to  the  authority  of  the  directors  to  affix  the  seal.  In 
this  case  sect  XX  of  the  deed  required  a  previous  order, 
signed  by  three  directors  and  countersigned  by  the  man- 
ager, or,  in  his  absence,  by  some  one  appointed  by  the 
directors.  Not  only  was  no  such  order  proved,  but 
it  was  proved  that  none  such  had  ever  existed.  The 
plaintifis  therefore  cannot  claim  as  upon  a  due  execu- 
tion of  the  policy.  There  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  joint 
stock  companies  varying  the  general  rule  that  an  agent 
having  a  limited  authority  cannot  give  to  any  party,  to 
whom  the  limitation  is  known,  a  title  by  any  act  beyond  the 
limitation.  In  all  the  cases  it  is  laid  down  that  the  party 
contracting  with  the  Company  is  to  look  to  the  deed  of 
settlement;  Royal  British  Bank  v.  Jhtrquand (a).  Smith 
v.  77i«  Hull  Glass  Company  (ft),  Ridley  v.  Ftymouth 
Grindiny  and  Bahiny  Company  (c).     But  for  what  pur- 

(a)  %E.^B.  327.  332;  b  E,^  B,  248.  262. 
{b)  II  Com.  B,  897.  926,  927.  (e)  2  Bxth,  711.  717. 
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holders."  That  is  shewn  here.  As  to  Royal  British  Bank 
V.  Tvrquand  (a),  it  seems  that  both  the  Court  of  Exche-' 
quer  Chamber  and  this  Court  inclined  to  think  that  the 
requisites  of  the  deed  of  settlement  had  been  complied 
with^  in  fact^  by  the  resolution  of  the  general  meeting. 
And  in  that  case  there  was  no  plea  of  Non  est  factum. 
The  decision  is^  to  a  certain  extent,  explained  by  Hill 
V.  Tlie  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Company  (A), 
where  the  effect  of  that  plea  was  much  discussed.  But, 
in  this  last  case,  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  the  clerk,  in 
affixing  the  seal  under  a  general  authority  from  the 
directors,  was  good,  without  their  assent  to  the  particular 
act  There  had  also  been  a  resolution  of  proprietors 
authorizing  the  issue  of  the  bonds  to  which  the  seal  was 
attached.  If  there  be  any  difference  in  the  law  between 
a  limited  permission  and  a  direct  prohibition  of  acting 
except  under  specified  conditions,  the  distinction  is  in 
favour  of  the  defendant ;  for  the  latter  is  the  case  here. 
Lord  fVensleydale,  in  Ernest  v.  Nicholls  (c),  in  the  words 
noticed  on  the  other  side,  lays  down  as  strongly  as 
possible  the  principle  for  which  the  defendant  con- 
tends. It  is  true  that  the  case  was  decided  on  another 
point :  but  the  argument  at  the  bar  had  been  directed 
to  the  point  to  which  Lord  Wensleydale^s  remarks  refer. 
London  Dock  Company  v.  Sinnott  {d)  also  falb  in  with 
this  view.  The  directors  are  merely  agents  with  limited 
authority.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  But  suppose  the 
agent  exceeds  his  authority,  and  the  principal  ratifies  ?] 
Who  is  the  principal  here  ?  Not  the  directors,  surely : 
and  there  has  been  no  ratification  by  any  one  else. 


(a)  6  B.^  B.  327;  5  E,  ^  B,  248. 
(6)  5  B,^A<L  806.  (e)  6  H,  L.  C.  418. 

(d)  B  B.^  B.  347. 
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[Loid  Campbell  C.  J«     In  what  waj  then  could  the 

pfindpal  ratify  here?]     In  no  way:    the   Society  has 

odj  a  statutable  existeDce,  and  can  act  only  by  the 

iBrtramentality  which  the  statute  confers.     [Erie  J.  re- 

fared  to  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  v.  TTie 

Eutem  Counties  Raihoay  Company  (a).]      It  may  be 

that,  where  the  contract  is  not  illegal  but  simply  ultra 

Tins,  an  individual  assenting  to  it  may  be  personally 

estopped;  but  that  is  not  the  case  here.     [Wightman  J. 

Suppose  several  persons  who  had  contracted  with  the 

finctora  here  bad  discovered  the  mistake  of  not  having 

obtamed  a  previous  order^  and  a  general  meeting  had 

been  called,  which  had  ratiBed  the  contracts.]     Such 

vilification  would  be  simply  void:  a  general  meeting 

ooqU  have  no  such  authority^  by  sect  27  of  stat  7  &  8 

f^l  e.  110.     But  nothing  like  such  a  ratification  appears 

^^cre;  there  is  not  even  a  receipt  of  dividends.     No 

ntification  can  have  been  effected  by  the  request  to 

^Hist  Truelock*s  cl^m.     The  act  of  the  directors  is  a 

diRct  violation  of  the  prohibition  of  the  deed  of  settle- 

■■XDt,  which  must  be  considered  as  incorporated  in  stat. 

"^  k  8  FXct  c.  110.      [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     Suppose 

y^feQud  a  clause  in  the  Act  or  the  deed  prescribing 

^  DO  contract  should  be  valid  if  not  executed  between 

^houis  of  two  and  three  in  the  afternoon.]     The 

'"Nice  of  so  absurd  a  clause  might  perhaps  raise  a 

^ikilty.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.      But  does  not  that 

^  that  some  provisions  of  a  deed  of  settlement  may 

^trtated  as  directory  ?  Erie  J.    In  Chitty  On  the  law  of 

^'^"f^tKtfy  p.  254  (6th  ed.)^  it  is  said :  **  A  mere  ezqess 

^^thority  by  the  directors  will  not  be  a  defence  to  an 

*•)  Be«w«  TWmt  V.  C,  cited  in  Tlu  East  Anglian  Railway  Company 
*•  ^  £«i<cni  GMaA'tt  BaUwa^  Company,  W  Com.  B.  803.  813. 
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action"  on  a  contract  made  by  the  directors, "  unless  it  be 
also  shewn,  that  by  such  excess  of  authority  they  had 
prejudiced  the  shareholders,  and  that  this  was  known  to 
the  other  contracting  party.**     And,  sfx>n  after,  he  cites 
Smith  Y.  The  Hull  Glass  Company  (o).]     If  the  remarks 
already  offered  on  that  case  are  correct,  the  inference 
drawn  by  Mr.  Chitty  is  too  strong.     [Erie  J.     How  do 
you  answer  the  argument  suggested  by  the  exception  in 
sect  44  of  Stat  7  &  8  VicL  c.  110.,  '^except  as  against 
the  company  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have  been 
made  7*^    That  protects  parties  dealing  with  the  Com- 
pany from   the   effect  of  a  non-compliance  with   the 
requisites  of  that  section :  but  here  those  requisites  have 
been  observed.     The  section  is,  however,  not  very  con- 
sistent with  itself  on  any  view.     Bargate  v.  Shortridge  (Jb\ 
which  has  been  referred  to,  arose,  not  on  stat.  7  &  8  VicL 
c.  110.,  but  upon  The  Joint  Stock  Banking  Companies 
Act,  7  G.  4.  c.  46.,  which  has  no  clauses  restraining  the 
power  of  the  directors  like  those  in  stat  7  &  8  VwL 
c.  110.     The  directors  had  given  the  shareholder's  trans- 
feree a  certificate:    this,  it  was  held,  estopped  them; 
and  they  were  not  allowed  to  rely  upon  any  irregularity 
in  their  own  act     But,  under  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110.,  if 
directors  act  in  direct  violation  of  the  express  provision, 
nothing  can  affirm  the  act 

As  to  the  payment  of  the  premiums.  The  accounts  were 
not  balanced  till  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  fh>m 
the  premiums  becoming  due,  and  after  JodreWs  death ; 
and  till  that  balance  was  taken,  at  any  rate,  there  waa 
no  payment,  because  there  was  no  allowance  in  account 
[Wightman  J.      Suppose  a  promissory  note  had  been 


(d)  11  Com.  B.  897. 


(6)  5B.L.Ca.  297. 
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giim  at  the  time.]  That  might  have  been  accepted  as 
foment ;  Bdshaw  v.  Bush  (a),  Kearshke  v.  Morgan  {b) ; 
«it  might  suspend  the  remedy.  [Lord  Campbell  C.J. 
I(  by  the  oonrse  of  businessy  the  giving  and  taking  of 
die  receipts  operated  as  payments,  the  striking  the 
bdinoe  was,  so  &r  as  regards  this  point,  immaterial.] 
The  Society  had  no  power  to  give  credit. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 
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1^  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court 

Tliis  action  is  brought  against  The  AthentBum  Life 
^ttunmee  Society  on  three  policies  of  insurance,  alleged 
to  hive  been  executed  by  the  Society  on  the  life  of  one 
AM(  deceased. 

The  defendant  first  relies  on  pleas  of  Non  est  fectum, 
>dthat  the  Society  did  not  make  and  grant  any  of  the 
fSaa  as  alleged.  He  pleads  no  plea  alleging  fraud  or 
i^Sility,  or  that  the  shareholders  had  been  in  any 
'tgtee  prejudiced  by  the  granting  of  the  policies. 

AD  the  three  policies  were  proved  to  be  under  the 
^ooRDoa  seal  of  The  AthentBum  Life  Assurance  Society, 
^agned  by  three  of  the  directors  of  the  Society,  one 
^'tbom  was  the  managing  director.  The  defence  set 
^  Qoder  these  pleas  was,  that  the  Society  was  esta- 
ttiied  under  stat.  7  &  8  Vict  c.  1 10. ;  that  it  was  com- 
(kldy  registered ;  that,  by  section  XX  of  the  Society's 
M  of  settlement,  it  was  declared,  ^'  That  a  common 
fed  ihaQ  be  provided  for  the  Society  bearing  such  device 
•  ^  directOTB  shall  think  proper,"  ^<  and  such  seal  shall 
be  kept  ID  some  secure  place  selected  by  the  directors,  and 


(«)  H  Cm,  B.  191. 


(6)  5  T.  iR.  513. 
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such  common  seal  shall  not  be  affixed  to  any  policies  or 
other  documents  of  the  Society,  except  by  the  order  of 
three  directors,  signed  by  them  and  countersigned  by 
the  manager,  or  in  his  absence  by  such  officer  as  the 
directors  shall  appoint.^  And  that,  although  the  poli- 
cies sued  upon  were  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Society 
by  the  three  directors  who  signed  them,  there  had  not 
been  a  previous  order  of  the  three  directors,  signed  by 
them  and  countersigned  by  the  manager,  or  by  an  officer 
appointed  by  the  directors  to  act  for  him  in  his  absence. 
In  point  of  fact  there  had  been  no  previous  order  for  the 
execution  of  these  policies,  nor  of  any  other  policies  ever 
before  executed  by  the  Company. 

The  defendant's  deed  of  settlement  declared,  by  sec- 
tion XXVIII,  "  That  every  policy"  "  shall  be  given  under 
the  hands  of  not  less  than  three  of  the  directors,  and  be 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the  Society,  and  that 
there  shall  be  contained  therein*^  "a  proviso  limiting  the 
scope  and  effect  of  the  contract  thereby  created,  so  that 
the  same  shall  take  effect  and  be  satisfied  only  out  of 
such  funds  and  property  of  the  Society  as  under  the 
provisions  hereafter  contained  shall,  at  the  time  at  which 
such  liability  shall  accrue,  be  at  the  disposal  of  the 
directors  in  that  behalf,  and  negativing  an  unconditional 
liability."  The  three  policies  sued  upon  were  all  framed 
and  executed  according  to  this  regulation.  They  bore 
date  in  August  and  September  1854,  and  were  known  by 
the  defendant's  Society  to  be  reassurances  in  re^ct  of 
policies  executed  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  life  of  Jbdrell  to 
one  Truelock.  The  officers  of  the  defendant's  Society 
had  by  several  acts  recognized  the  existence  of  the  three 
policies  executed  by  them,  and  also  their  liability  upon 
these  policies.      And,  Jodrell  having  died  in  November 
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I^  and  Druehek  having  sued  the  plaintifis  on  the 
policies  they  had  granted  to  him  on  JodrelTs  life,  the 
defendant's  Society  came  in  to  defend  the  action,  for  the 
anpied  reason  that  they  were  ultimately  liable;  and 
diey  preTcnted  the  plaintiffi  from  agreeing  to  a  com- 
pcomise  which  Truelock  had  offered. 

Uader  these  circumstances,  the  defendant's  counsel 
eooteDded  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  the  verdict 
entoed  for  them  on  the  pleas  of  Non  est  factum,  and 
tint  they  had  not  granted  the  policies;  that  the  previous 
Older  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  power  of  the 
directoTB  to  affix  the  seal  to  the  policies ;  so  that,  with- 
out proving  such  an  order,  a  prima  facie  case  could  not 
be  made  out  for  the  plaintifis;  that,  for  the  want  of 
ptfious  orders  signed  by  three  directors  and  the  man- 
iger  under  section  XX  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  the 
poEcies  were  absolute  nullities,  and  were  incapable  of 
onfinnation  by  the  defendant's  Society,  although  the 
fUntifis  might  have  regularly  paid  and  the  Society  re- 
coved  the  premiums  upon  them  for  twenty  years; 
iitkongh  the  premiums  during  all  that  time  might  have 
increased  the  dividends  received  by  the  shareholders; 
tad  although  the  granting  of  the  policies  was  within  the 
iciope  of  the  general  authority  of  the  directors  and  for 
Ae  benefit  of  the  shareholders. 

This  reasoning  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  all 
^  deal  with  the  Society  have  notice,  before  any 
Mgodation  begins,  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  are 
bound  to  make  themselves  masters  of  all  its  contents. 
Bit,  if  it  were  established  that  all  the  world  must  be 
pcsomed  to  have  notice  of  all  the  contents  of  all  the 
deeds  of  aetdement  framed  by  all  companies  under  stat. 
7  li  8  VieLe.  110.,  does  it  follow  that  a  deed  under  the 
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seal  of  such  a  company,  which  is  boQ&  6de  entered  into, 
which  is  not  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
nor  to  any  enactment  in  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c,  1 10.  or  in 
any  other  statute,  and  which,  when  executed,  may  have 
been  for  the  benefit  of  the  shareholders,  is  absolutely 
void  if  any  formality  has  been  omitted  which  is  pre- 
scribed by  the  deed  of  settlement     If  a  deed  under  the 
seal  of  the  company  contains  matter  contrary  to   the 
deed  of  settlement  of  which  the  party  dealing  with  the 
company  has  notice,  and  this  works  a  prejudice  to  the 
shareholders,  we  do  not  doubt  that  the  deed  is  illegal, 
and  that  it  might  be  avoided  by  a  special  plea  disclosing 
the  illegality.     But  the  simple  omission  of  a  formality 
or  variation  from  a  form  required  by  an  article  in  the 
deed  of  settlement  does  not,  we  conceive,  make  a  deed 
under  the  seal  of  the  company  a  nullity.     We  consider 
the  direction  in  sect  XX  of  this  deed  of  settlement  to 
be  only  for  the  guidance  of  the  directors,  and  to  be  in- 
tended to  operate  only  as  between  them  and  the  share- 
holders.    If,  from  neglecting  it,  any  prejudice  arises  to 
the  shareholders  by  too  many  risks  being  taken  or  in 
any  other  way,  the  directors  may  be  liable  to  the  share- 
holders: but  this  is  very  different  from  saying  that  a 
party  who  has  bona  fide  insured  a  sum  of  money  by 
such  a  deed  on  a  life  shall  lose  that  money  when  the  life 
drops,  and  shall  lose  all  the  premiums  he  has  paid  upon 
it  more  than  six  years  back,  although,  when  the  policy 
was  executed,  it  was  an  advantageous  bargain  for  the 
shareholders.     If  a  customer  dealing  with  this  Society 
for  a  life  policy  is  bound  to  inspect  the  deed  of  settlement 
at  all,  he  surely  has  done  enough  if  he  attends  to  sect 
XXVIII,  which  regulates  the  manner  in  which  policies 
shall  be  firamed  and  executed ;  and  the  policies  in  ques- 
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tin  are  in  all  respects  framed  and  executed  according 
to  die  roles  there  laid  down.  The  deed  of  settlement 
ddiies  (secL  U)  ^  that  the  business  of  the  Society  shall 
be  to  make  and  effect  all  or  any  assurances  on  lives  or 
■mforshipe^  or  any  contingencies  relating  to  or  con- 
Bcded  with  Uves  or  survivorships*  which  may  be  effected 
teeofding  to  law ;''  and  sorely  the  granting  of  the  three 
poiieies  on  which  this  action  is  brought  must  be  con- 
■lered  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  of  the  directors. 

If  the  party  effecting  the  insurance  is  bound  to  take 
lodoe  cl  the  section  XX  at  all^  may  he  not,  when  he 
Heaves  his  policy  and  pays  the  premiums,  reasonably 
pRnme  that  the  directors  who  siga  it  have  done  their 
ia^p  and  that  they  had  the  preliminary  order  for 
OMiitiDg  the  policy  ?  In  no  one  instance  had  it  ever 
warred  to  a  party  effecting  a  policy  with  this  Society 
to  ok  for  the  nght  of  such  an  order.  But,  according 
to  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  even  a  sight  of  an 
aderex  fiu:ie  regular  would  be  no  absolute  security ;  for 
Meof  the  names  may  be  forged ;  and  the  o65cer  who 
eouQtersigns  on  this  occasion,  in  the  absence  of  the 
■mger,  may  not  have  been  duly  appointed. 

It  ie  truly  said  that  soch  regulations  are  introduced 
iMo  the  deed  of  settlement  for  the  protection  of  the 
Aireliokiers.  But  the  shareholders  have  reasonable 
lailection  from  them,  without  saying  that  any  departure 
kmihe  regulations  most  of  necessity  nullify  the  policy ; 
fa^  if  they  are  violated  by  the  directors,  the  directors 
■e  answerable  for  the  breach  of  them  to  the  share- 
Uden:  and,  if  there  has  been  an  illegal  agreement 
ktween  the  directors  and  the  party  effecting  the  policy, 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  shareholders,  the  policy  would 
be  iDegd ;  and  by  a  special  plea  it  might  be  avoided. 
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We  iDust  bear  in  mind  that  there  are  no  nullifying 
words  in  the  XXth  section  of  the  deed  of  settlement ; 
and  that  they  may  well  be  considered  as  directory^ 
instead  of  creating  by  implication  a  condition  precedent 
which  might  work  such  enormous  injustice. 

Whenever  a  party  dealing  with  such  company  know- 
ingly combines  with  the  directors  to  do  any  act  ultra  vires 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  shareholders,  as,  e.  g.,  to  throw 
upon  them  unlimited  liability,  whereas  the  directors  are 
required  so  to  frame  policies  as  to  conBne  the  remedy 
of  the  assured  to  the  capital  and  funds  in  the  hands  of 
the  company,  the  shareholders  might  very  fairly  and 
reasonably  deny  their  liability  on  the  policy.  But  it 
would  be  most  unjust  to  allow  them  to  take  advantage 
of  an  irregularity  of  the  directors  (who  are  denominated 
their  agents),  although  they  cannot  shew  that  they  are 
in  any  respect  prejudiced  by  the  irregularity,  and  the 
assured  cannot  be  charged  with  any  fraud  or  impro- 
priety. 

The  question  is,  Did  the  Legislature  mean  that  the 
company  may  avoid  all  their  contracts  unless  the  for- 
malities prescribed  by  the  statute  and  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, both  in  the  form  of  the  contract  and  in  the  process 
of  making  it,  have  been  complied  with  ? 

In  support  of  the  affirmative,  it  is  said  that  the 
directors  are  agents  with  limited  authority ;  that  the 
contractors  have  notice  of  the  limits,  because  the  statute 
confers  the  authority  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  and  the  deed  of  settlement  which  is  registered  for 
public  inspection;  that  the  shareholders  are  the  prin- 
cipals; and  that  they  have  an  unlimited  power  of 
repudiation,  although  this  would  be  an  unlimited  power 
to  defraud. 
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Cooceding  the  impossible  supposition,  that  every  con- 
tactor has  read  and  understood  all  its  provisions,  the 
ilttate  relied  upon  would  have  effect  if  these  provisions 
icre  held  to  create  a  duty  inter  se  of  directors  and 
ibntholder^  and  thus  enabling  the  company  to  avoid 
contracts  in  which  some  of  the  provisions  are  not  com- 
plied with,  if  the  contractor,  with  actual  notice  of  the 
pnfisions,  has  knowingly  combined  with  the  directors 
to  omit  them,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  shareholders,  as 
io  the  case  of  partnership  deeds. 

The  leading  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to  enable  a 
pennanent    company,   consisting    of  changing    share- 
Uden^  to  make  binding  contracts,  and  sue  and  be 
tted,aiid  do  all  the  usual  acts  necessary  for  carrying 
<n  trade.     The   preamble  expresses  an   intention   to 
invest  them  with  the  qualities  and  incidents  of  corpo- 
B&ms,  with  some  modifications,  and  subject  to  some 
pulsions  and  regulations.    The  earlier  sections  provide 
tr  die  course  of  formation  by  a  provisional  registration 
^tdeed  of  settlement;  the  essential  requisites  of  such 
^  according  to  sect.  7  and  Schedule  (A.),  relate 
^liiiOBt  exclusively  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  directors 
^  shareholders  inter  se,  regulating  the  capital,  the 
''^^res,  the  meetings,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  com- 
ity.   The  IVth  clause  of  Schedule  (A.),  relating  to 
^^  borrowing  of  money,  is  adapted  to  the  same  purpose, 
^^  not  to  the  confirmation  of  a  tender.     Then   the 
^th  item  is  to  determine  whether  the  directors  may 
^ODtnct  debts;  and,  if  so,  whether  to  a  definite  extent: 
^>id  the  37th  and  38th  items  are  to  determine  to  what 
extent  the  directors  may  issue  money  notes,  or  accept 
Viffls  of  exchange.    If  they  may  contract  debts  and  bind 
^7  i^tiable  instruments,  the  Legislature  can  scarcely 
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have  intended  that  a  creditor  would  be  defeated  if  the 
liability  created  is  beyond  the  defined  extent,  as  the 
extent  can  only  be  ascertained  by  taking  an  entire 
account  of  the  concern ;  but  the  Legislature  may  well 
have  intended  to  fix  a  duty  on  directors  which  the  share- 
holders examining  the  yearly  accounts  could  enforce. 

After  registration  of  the  deed  of  setdement  a  certifi- 
cate of  complete  registration  is  to  be  granted;  and  there- 
upon, by  sect  25,  the  company  becomes  incorporated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business,  but  only 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  of  the  deed. 
By  this  section  various  powers  are  conferred ;  and  the 
12th  power  is,  '<to  perform  all  other  acts  necessary  for 
carrying  into  effect  the  purposes  of  such  company,  and 
in  aU  respects  as  other  partnerships  are  entitled  to  do." 

Then  sect  26  defines  some  rights  and  duties  of  share- 
holders; and  sect  27  some  rights  and  duties  of  directors, 
who  are  to  manage  the  afiairs  of  the  company,  and  fcnr 
that  purpose  to  enter  into  all  such  contracts  as  circum- 
stances may  require;  with  a  proviso  that  shareholders 
are  not  to  act  in  the  management  of  the  concerns  of 
the  company  otherwise  than  by  means  of  directors. 
Thus  a  partnership  is  formed,  which  in  some  respects 
is  incorporated,  in  which  the  shareholders  are  dormant 
and  the  directors  are  the  acting  partners.  The  subject 
matter  of  the  contracts  of  this  partnership  must  be  infina 
vires,  that  is,  within  the  scope  of  the  partnership.  And 
for  the  form  of  their  contracts  provision  is  made  in 
sect  44,  which  enacts  that  contracts,  except  those  for 
services  or  goods  not  exceeding  50iL,  shall  be  in  writing 
signed  by  two  directors,  and  sealed ;  and  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  of  such  requisites,  ^such  contract  shall 
be  void  and  ineffectual  {except  as  against  the  compoHjf  an 
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hAalf  Ae  sante  shall  have  been  made^).  Contracts 
far  aenrices  or  goods  not  exceeding  60L  may  be  entered 
into  by  an  o6icer  aathorixed  by  a  by-law ;  and  all  con- 
Iracts  shall  be  reported  to  the  secretary,  and  registered. 
Older  a  penalty  for  defiiolt 

This  language  of  the  Legislature  creates  a  duty  on 
the  directors  towards  the  shareholders  to  comply  with 
the  specified  formalities :  but  we  think  it  intends  that 
the  absence  of  the  prescribed  formality  shall  not  render 
the  contract  void  as  against  the  company. 

lo  other  parts  of  this  statute  some  contracts  are  made 
ahiolately  onlawful,  as  by  sect.  23  various  contracts  of 
oompanies  provisionally  registered,  and  by  sect  25  va- 
riooi  contracts  of  companies  who  are  required  to  obtain 
an  Act  of  Parliament  before  acting.  These  sections 
idite  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract :  and  they 
pohibit  without  qualification.  Sect.  44,  relating  to 
fcnnalities,  annub,  but  with  the  very  important  excep- 
tioQ  of  parties  seeking  to  enforce  them  against  the 
Company. 

If  the  formalities  required  by  sect.  44  are  complied 
^  the  state  of  the  afiaira  of  the  Company  can  be 
^7  examined.    This  section  has  an  operative  effect 

« 

ftoeating  a  duty  of  the  directors;  and  sect.  31  gives 
iftingeot  remedy  for  some  breaches  of  duty  by  direc- 
l>^  enacting  that  a  director  wrongfully  doing  or  omit- 
^  Ukj  act  with  intent  to  defiraud  a  shareholder  shall 
k  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  the  right  of  inspecting 
icgiatered  documents  is  conferred  on  the  public  by  sect.  18, 
vlule  the  right  of  inspecting  the  books  of  the  Company 
">  by  sect  33,  conferred  on  shareholders  only.  In  the 
(vcaent  case  the  deed  requires  a  resolution  of  three 
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directors  as  a  formality  previous  to  making  a  policy.  If 
the  statute  is  taken  to  have  intended  that  such  a  stipu- 
lation could  make  the  policy  void  unless  there  was  the 
previous  resolution,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the 
party  assured  should  have  the  right  of  searching  the 
books  for  the  resolution.  But  the  resolutions  in  the 
books  are  for  the  examination  of  the  shareholders  only, 
that  they  may  call  the  directors  to  account  in  case  of 
need. 

Therefore  we  are  of  opinion  that,  according  to  the 
sound  principles  of  law  and  the  just  construction  of  the 
statute,  if  there  had  been  a  clause  in  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment prohibiting  the  directors  from  executing  any  deed 
unless  the  deed  be  ingrossed  on  vellum,  and  an  action 
were  brought  against  the  Company  on  a  deed  proved 
to  be  under  the  seal  of  the  Company  and  not  liable  to 
any  other  objection,  the  defendant  would  not  be  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  under  a  plea  of  Non  est  factum  on 
proof  that  the  deed  was  ingrossed  on  parchment  instead 
of  vellum. 

We  likewise  think  that  the  weight  of  authority  greatly 
preponderates  in  favour  of  this  conclusion.  Ridley  v.  Ply* 
mouth  Grinding  and  Baking  Company  (a)  and  the  class 
of  cases  to  which  it  belongs,  where  there  was  no  contract 
under  seal,  do  not  seem  to  us  to  apply ;  and  one  of  the 
learned  Judges  who  concurred  in  Ridley  v.  Plymouth 
Grinding  and  Baking  Company  (a)  seems  to  intimate  an 
opinion  that,  if  there  had  been  a  contract  under  the 
seal  of  the  Company,  the  Company  would  have  been 
bound. 

The   case   chiefly  relied   upon   by   the    defendant's 


{a)   i  Exch.  111. 
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CompoDj,  if  tbey  diqmted  tbeir  liabilltj,  to  open  the 
estoppel  arising  from  their  own  admissions^  bj  shewii^ 
diat  the  conaderation  of  the  bonds  was  illegal,  or  in- 
consistent with  the  statutes  under  which  they  acted." 
Barton,  t.  WlntmimMier  Impnmamaii  Camumuitmen  (a)  is 
to  the  like  eflect. 

Bat  Bagal  BrUisk  Bmk  t.  Tmrquamd  (6)  did  torn 
upon  the  constroction  of  stat.  7  &  8  Viet  e.  110.,  and 
appears  to  ns  to  be  ezpresdy  in  point  and  condosiTe  as 
to  the  question  of  law  which  we  have  now  to  determine. 
So  it  was  considered  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  in  the  recent  case  of  Agar  t.  The 
AthauntM  Life  Asturamee  Society  {c\  theyery  Company 
now  sued ;  in  which  the  Judges  of  that  Court  unani- 
mously held  that  a  departure  from  the  formalities  re- 
quired by  the  deed  of  setdement  of  that  Company 
did  not  afiect  the  validity  of  any  contract  under  the  seal 
of  the  Company,  and  that  the  case  in  all  its  points  fell 
within  the  general  rule  that  a  corporation  b  bound  by 
deed  under  seal  affixed  in  due  form,  unless  it  can  estar 
blish  illegality  or  fraud. 

So,  in  the  recent  case  of  BUI  v.  Darenth  Valley  Rat- 
way  Company  {d),  it  was  laid  down  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  that  '^  these  Acts  of  Parliament  are  to  be 
construed  as  if  they  were  partnership  deeds.  To  violate 
them  may  be  breach  of  trust  as  between  the  directoTB 
and  the  shareholders;  but  acts  not  done  according  to 
them  may  bind  the  company." 

The  same  dictum  is  enunciated  by  Lord  SL  Leonards 
in  Bargate  ▼.  Shortridge  (e). 


(a)  7  Exek,  780. 

(b)  5  B.^  B.  248 ;  in  error,  6  B,^B.  327. 


(e)  3  Com.  B.  N.  S.  725. 
(•)  5  H.L.Ca,  297. 


(d)  \  H.^N.dOS. 
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For  these  reasons,  and  on  these  aathorities,  we  think 
diat,  notwithstanding  the  dicta  of  the  noble  and  learaed 
Loids  referred  to^  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
pleas  of  Non  est  factam,  and  that  the  defendants' 
Companj  did  not  grant  the  policiesi  onght  not  to  be 


1858. 


princb  op 

Walbs 

Anurance 

Company 

T. 

Harding. 


The  plea  that  the  policies  had  expired  before  the 
death  of  JodreU  being  abandoned  as  wholly  antenable, 
we  ha?e  only  further  to  consider  the  plea  still  relied 
iqioD,  that  the  premiams  had  not  been  paid  within  the 
diirty  days'  grace. 

It  appears  that  there  were  mutual  accounts  between 

the  two  insurance  Companies  (the  plaintiffs'  and  the 

defendant's),  upon  cross  insurances ;   and  that  it  was 

Aeir  course  of  dealing  to  give  each  other  credit  for 

premioms  due,  and  to  give  receipts  accordingly,  as  if 

the  premiums  were  actually  paid  in  cash  at  the  time  of 

the  receipts  being  given ;   the  accounts  between  the 

Companies  being  from  time  to  time  settled,  and  the 

UiDce  struck,  and  payments  made,  or  securities  given, 

on  account  of  the  balance.     In  the  present  case,  the 

premiams  which  became  due  upon  the  three  policies  in 

fKstion  in  Augutt  and  September^  1855,  were  not  paid 

bjf  the  phuntifib  to  the  defendant's  Society  in  cash ;  but, 

*itkm  the  thirty  days  of  grace  upon  each  policy,  receipts 

*^  given  by  defendant's   Society  to  plaintiffs  as  if 

^  premiums  had  been  paid  at  the  time  of  the  receipts : 

sdthe  amount  of  those  premiums  became  items  in  the 

Wmd  account  between   them ;    which  account  was 

Kltled  and  the  balance  paid  by  the  defendant's  Society 

to  the  plaintiffs  in  February^   1856 ;    which  balance 

^'^^^oded  the  items  for  premiums  upon  the  policies  in 

Vn&m  payable  in  AtyuH  and  September^  1855.    JodreU 
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Prince  of 

Walks 

Assurance 

Companj 

V. 

Habdikc. 


had  died  in  the  intennediate  time,  on  12th  November 
1855;  but  that  circumstance  does  not  appear  to  us  to 
make  any  difference.  We  think  that,  by  agreement 
between  the  two  Companies,  the  premiums  were  taken 
to  have  been  paid  on  the  day  the  receipts  were  given  ; 
and  the  defendant's  Society,  who  had  the  full  benefit 
of  that  course  of  dealing,  as  the  balance  was  usually 
against  them,  now  that  the  whole  amount  due  upon 
the  whole  account  has  been  paid,  cannot  turn  round 
upon  the  plaintifis  and  say  that  they  were  not  paid  at 
the  time  in  cash.  It  appears,  by  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Hornby y  that,  in  August  1855,  when  the  receipts  were 
given  for  the  premium  on  the  policy  for  6,500/.,  the 
defendant's  Society  was  indebted  to  the  plaintifis  in 
700/. ;  and  the  amount  of  the  premium  was  taken  as  oo 
payment  in  account,  and  in  reduction  of  the  amount 
due  from  the  defendant's  Society  to  the  plaintifis. 
During  the  month  of  September,  when  the  premiums 
upon  the  other  policies  became  due,  and  when  the 
receipts  for  the  premiums  upon  those  policies  were 
given,  the  cash  balance  was  always  in  the  plaintiflb' 
favour;  and  the  amount  of  those  premiums  went  in 
reduction  of  the  debt  of  the  defendant's  Society,  and  was 
taken  as  payment  of  so  much  in  account,  and,  in  effect, 
was  payment  of  the  premiums  at  the  time  the  entries  of 
those  payments  were  made  to  the  credit  of  the  defendant's 
Society  in  account  with  the  plaintifis.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  deed  of  settlement  which  prohibits  such  mutual 
account  between  the  plaintifis  and  defendant's  Society 
as  those  in  question.  If  any  authority  was  necessary  to  be 
given  to  enable  the  officers  of  the  defendant's  Sodetj 
to  receive  payments  of  premiums  by  way  of  set-off  in 
account,  how  could  the  plaintifis  know  that  they  had 
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Mt  such  authority,  after  the  long  course  of  dealing 
between  the  two  Companies  which  was  proved  to  have 
ented  in  the  present  case  ? 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 

premiams  were  in  effect  paid  by  the  plaintifis  within  the 

thirty  days  of  grace,  and  that  there  is  no  sufficient  reason 

for  disturbing  the  verdict  upon  that  ground. 

Therefore  we  think  that  the  plaintifis  were  entitled  to 

a  verdict  on  all  the  issues  joined;  and  that  the  present 

role  most  be  dischaiged. 

Rule  discharged* 


1858. 


Prinob  or 

Wales 

Aitarmnce 

Company 

▼. 
Haedino. 


The  Justices  of  Lancashibb,  appellants,  against  j!**^' 
The  Overseers  of  Stbetfobd,  respondents. 

T^HE  Justices  of  Laneaihire  having  appealed  against 
the  ondermentioned  rate,  a  case  was,  by  consent  of 
pvties  and  order  of  Coleridge  J.,  stated  for  the  opinion 
rfdiii  Court  under  stat  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45.  t.  1 1. 

The  mte  was  made  on  10th  September  1857,  for  the 
idef  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Stretford  in  Lanca^ 
^^  and  was  as  follows. 


Baildinn  were 
providea  by 
justices  of  a 
county,  under 
sUts.2&3r«el. 
e.93.and3&4 
Vid.  e.  as.,  for 
a  Doliee  district 
oi  a  county. 
The  furniture 
belonged  to  the 
Justices,  who 
paid  for  it  out 


W— oC 

NanMof 
Owner. 

DascripCioii  of 
Property  rated. 

Name  or 
Property. 

OroM 

fwthnAtfiil 

Rateable 
rafale. 

RateatU 

rcntaL 

In  the  pound. 

Mks 

Covnty 
CoBHsbeiiy. 

HMueaad 

£90. 

£18. 

18*. 

*^psBw  fate.  The  buildings  consisted  of  premises  used  excluslTely  for  the  police  offices, 
|^«id  ToooM  lor  the  residence  and  accommodation  of  the  police  serjeant  and  constables, 
I^Miaiad there  (one  of  them  with  his  wife),  and  had  a  deduction  made  from  their  wages  in 
^j*><f  the  rest :  but  they  enjored  no  accommodation  more  than  was  necessary  for  their 
ooenpidon  m  tfateir  official  capacity,  and  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were 


jk     "^te  the  buildings  were  occupied  ezdusirely  for  public  purposes,  and  tho  justices 
''I   *^^fMUe  to  the  poor  in  respect  thereof: 

Q 
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1858.  1^6  following  facts  were  stated  in  the  case. 

Justices  of        '^®  county  constabulary  for  the  said  county  is  ap- 
Lancarhire  pointed  under  stat.  2  &  3  Vict  c.  93. 
Overseen  of       The  couutv  was  divided  into  police  districts:    and 
Station  bouses  and  strong  rooms  were  provided  undei 
Stat.  3  &  4  Vict  c.  88.  (a).     The  township  of  Stretforc 
is  situated  in  one  of  these  police  districts. 

The  premises  in  question  consist  of  a  station  house 
and  strong  rooms,  and  comprise,  on  the  ground  fluofj 
the  Serjeant's  office,  the  constables'  day  room,  two  oelb 
or  strong  rooms,  a  small  outhouse  used  for  a  privy,  and 
connected  with  the  building  itself,  the  Serjeant's  living 
room,  a  scullery  and  a  pantry;  and  on  the  first  flooi 
^^-  there  are  four  bed  rooms.  All  the  premises  are  for  the 
sole  use  of  the  police  force  necessarily  stationed  at  the 
premises  for  the  purposes  of  the  county  constabulary. 

The  whole  of  the  furniture,  with  the  exception  of  that 
part  in  the  personal  use  of  the  serjeant  and  his  wife, 
belongs  to  and  is  provided  by  the  justices  of  the  countj 
out  of  the  police  rate,  and  solely  for  the  purposes  of  the 
county  constabulary. 

One  Serjeant,  one  first-class  constable,  and  one  third- 
class  constable,  of  the  county  constabulary  are  stationed 
at  Stretford^  and  reside  upon  the  premises  in  question. 
The  Serjeant  is  a  married  man :  and  his  wife  resides 
with  him  :  but  they  have  no  children.  They  occupy  as 
their  apartments  the  living  room,  scullery,  pantry  and 
one  bed  room.  The  other  constables  are  single  men. 
Each  occupies  one  of  the  bed  rooms;  and  they  have 
their  meals  in  the  constables'  day  room.  The  three 
constables  are  required  to  be  stationed  th^re,  and  to 
reside  within  the  walls  for  the  purposes  of  the  county 
constabulary.     Nothing  more  is  provided  than  is  neces- 

(a)  Sect  12. 
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■J  ht  their  convenient  accommodation ;  nor  does  the 
accommodation  in  any  way  exceed  what  is  suitable  and 
nqninte  for  th.ir  respective  degrees  in  life.  But,  on 
the  coDtrary,  the  accommodation  provided  for  them  is 
adi  only  and  no  more  than  is  necessary  for  their  con- 
noient  accommodation  in  their  official  capacity,  and  for 
tbe  purposes  for  which  they  are  placed  there* 

Tbe  seijeant's  wages  are  6SL  Bs.  9(L  per  annum,  pay- 
ik  bj  forty  eight  equal  instalments :  but  a  deduction, 
« a  charge  for  rent,  is  made  therefrom  of  6/.  lOs.  in 
Rspect  of  his  occupation  of  part  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion as  above  stated.  The  first-class  constable's  wages 
n5U  lis.  2d.;  and  the  third-class  constable's  wages 
xc  452.  12«.  6d.  per  annum :  but  a  deduction,  as  a 
Aup  tar  rent,  is  made  therefi'om  of  2L  I2s.  in  respect 
ft  the  occupation,  of  each,  of  part  of  the  premises  in 
fMtkm  as  above  stated.  ThcT  deductions  from  wages 
ttooly  applicable,  and  can  only  be  applied,  in  aid  of 
ik  police  rate  of  the  district,  and  entirely,  and  without 
*J  eneption,  for  public  purposes.  Neither  the  justices 
nor  the  constabulary  force  derive  any  benefit  therefrom. 
M  the  purposes  of  the  Acts  under  which  the  county 
ttiatibolary  is  provided,  to  which  any  revenue  whatever 
Bappiicable,  are  of  a  public  nature. 

If  the  premises  are  liable  to  be  rated,  the  rate  will 
hite  to  be  paid  out  of  the  police  rate. 

tint  question   for  the   opinion   of  the    Court   is: 
Whether  the  said  Justices  or  the  county  constabulary 
^  lidUe  to  be  rated  and  assessed  towards  the  relief 
'  the  poor  in  respect  of  the  said  premises,  or  any 

J«t  of  them ;  and,  if  they  are,  in  respect  of  what  part 

vpvtB. 

Q  2 


1858. 


Joitioet  of 
Lamcabhibe 

▼. 
OrsTMcri  of 

SVBXTfORD. 
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1858.  Mcnkf  for  the  respondents.     The  appellants  contend 

Justices  of     tbat  there  is  no  occupation  except  tor  public  purposes 
Lahoabhie.  |.j^j^  Campbell  C.  J.    You  do  not  rely  upon  the  ju»- 
^BiBTFolt^    tices  being  the  bene&cial  occupiers  for  their  own  pui^ 
poses.]     No.     The  respondents  contend  that  the  occu* 
pation  is  not  exclusively  for  public  purposes,  and  that 
some  of  the  purposes  are  at  any  rate  not  coextensive 
with  the  police  district.     The  occupation  by  the  police 
officers  who  reside  on  the  premises  is  like  an  occupation 
by  a  coachman  in  and  for  the  service  of  his  employer; 
and  for  this  the  justices  should  be  rated.     [^Crompton  J. 
There  the  party  rated  derives  a  benefit  from  the  occu- 
pation.]    The  actual  occupation  here  is  by  the  chief 
constable.     The  public  purpose  relied  upon  is  the  preser- 
vation of  the  peace  by  the  police:   but  that  produces  a 
local  benefit  only  in  the  district,  not  a  public  one,  even 
for  the  whole  county.     In  Regina  v.  Harrogate  Commit 
rioneri  (a)  Coleridge  J.  said :  **  The  distinction  drawn  in 
Regina  v.  Badcock  (ft)  between  cases  in  which  the  ex- 
ception has  and  in  which  it  has  not  prevailed  fiunishes 
a  good  rule  for  our  decision :  *  In  all  the  finst  class,  the 
public^  as  such,  unlimited  by  the  bounds  of  county, 
borough  or  parish,  had  a  substantial  and  ^rect  interest 
in  the  benefit  which  the  application  of  the  funds  pro- 
duced; in  the  latter,   the  ratepayers,  or  at  most  the 
inhabitants  of  certain  parishes,  were  alone  concerned  in 
the  benefit,  direct  or  indirect.'"     {^CrompUm  3.     The 
preservation  of  the  peace  at  Manchester  benefits  Lxoerpool. 
Erie  J.     Is  it  not  a  case  in  which  the  whole  kingdom  is 
benefited  ?]     Not  directly.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    The 

(a)  15  Q.  B.  1012. 1020.  (6)  6  Q.  B.  787.  800. 
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pnshineDt  of  theft  is  a  nalioDal  object.]  That  might  have 

keo  mged,  in  Gambier  v.  Ooerseers  of  Lydford{a\  against 

ndog  the  chaplain,  medical  officers,  and  other  persons 

ofioyed  in  the  prison,  for  their  occupation  of  buildings 

flotade  of  the  prison :  but  they  were  held  to  be  rateable. 

IW  expencea  are  defrayed,  not  from  a  general  public 

U,  bat  from  the  county  police  rate.    [ErU  J.  referred 

^Regma  ▼.  TheJuttieei  of  fForceUershire  (ft).]  No  doubt 

k  wm  there  held  that  justices,  as  a  body,  could  not  be 

med  as  beneficial  occupiers  of  property  vested  in  them, 

lij  t  local  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  assize  courts 

■id  aooommodation  for  the  Judges  of  assize :  and  the  rule 

m  taken  as  indisputable  in  Hodgson  v.  Local  Board  of 

BmU  of  Carlisle  (c).     But  here  the  premises  are  in 

ckt  let  to  those  who  occupy  them,  and  who  pay  rent 

■the  form  of  a  deduction  fix)m  their  wages.    [Erk  J. 

Cotamly  the  general  rule  hafjieen  to  treat  the  admi- 

■Mkm  of  justice  as  a  public  purpose.]     A  harbour 

bUitating  imports  and  exports  serves  a  public  pur- 

ft^Pms  wide  a  sense.    [Erie  J.    It  is  for  the  parti- 

cilir  benefit  of  the  mercantile  interest] 


1858. 

JniticM  of 
Lanoashisb 

▼. 
Of  eneen  of 
Stebttord. 


i*  AsshOon  Cross,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Locd  Campbell  C.  J.  I  cannot  see  an  answer  to  the 
<l)KdoQ  which  is  made  on  the  ground  of  there  being 
^benefidal  occupation.  The  justices  are  not  beneficial 
<ttB|Nen;  neither  is  the  chief  constable.  Then  are  the 
po&oe  ooDsUibles  so  ?  They  occupy  the  premises  for 
k  pDiection  of  the  public ;  and  the  station  is  exempt 


(•)  3S.^  B.  34S.  (6)  11  A.  t-  B,  57. 

(c)  S  E,^  B.  116. 
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185d,        fi^ni  rate  on  the  principle  which  exempts  courtE 


Juitioet  of      justice, 
L1.HOA8HISB 


▼. 
Ofeneersof 
Stbetfosd. 


(WionTMAN  J.  was  absent) 

Erle  J.  The  administration  of  the  police  is  a  ma 
in  which  the  public  have  an  interest.  These  prem 
are  held,  therefore,  for  public  purposes,  -as  they  can 
lawfully  be  applied  to  any  profit  on  which  a  rate  can 
made.  The  rent,  it  is  true,  is  deducted  fix>m  the  wag 
but  it  is  in  the  nature  of  wages. 


Cbompton  J.  I  think  this  case  falls  within  the  1 
decisions:  Gambier  v.  Overseers  of  Lydford  (a),  Hodg 
V.  Local  Board  of  Health  of  Carlisle  {b)  and  Regina 
The  Justices  of  Worcestershire  (c).  It  always  struck 
that  the  principle  was  ^^actly  as  stated  in  the  pass 
cited  from  Regina  v.  Harrogate  Commissioners  (d).  T 
Court  has,  in  Gambier  v.  Overseers  of  Lydford  (a^  < 
tinguished  between  the  case  of  a  farm  and  the  caie'c 
gaol :  but  the  principle  has  always  been  asserted  1 
acted  upon. 

Appeal  allow 


(a)  3  £.  $•  ^.  346. 
(e>  \\  A,^  E,  57. 


(fr)  ^  E,^  B.  116. 
{d)  6  g.  B,  800. 
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1858.  of  the  city  of  Exeter,  made  pursuant  to  the  prorisions  of 
The  QuKKN  ^^®  ^^^  of  Parliament  made"  &c.  (16  &  17  Vict  c.  97.), 
Inhabitants  of  " -^'^^^^^  Folkty  then  resident  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Creditok.  David  in  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Exeter,  being 
neither  a  pauper  nor  wandering,  but  a  person  not  under 
proper  care  and  controui,  and  a  proper  person  to  be 
taken  charge  of  and  detained,  was,  on  the  26th  day  of 
the  said  month  of  August,  1854,  duly  sent  from  the  said 
parish  of  St.  David  in  the  county  of  the  said  city  to  the 
county  lunatic  asylum  for  the  county  of  Devon,  esta- 
blished at  Exminster  in  the  said  county  o£  Devon;  and 
the  said  E.  Folks  has  been  confined  therein,  as  such 
pauper  lunatic,  from  the  said  26th  day  of  August  to  this 
day  at  the  charge  of  the  said  parish  of  St  David;  and 
she  now  remaius  in  the  last  mentioned  asylum  at  the 
charge  of  the  last  mentioned  parish.  And  whereas 
complaint  has  been  this  dtj^  made  to  us  the  undersigned^ 
&C.,  "  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and 
for  the  said  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  £!reta%jb>m 
which  such  lunatic  was  sent  to  the  said  asylumVKfae 
said  county  of  Devon  by  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  David,  that 
the  said  E,  Folks  is  not  legally  settled  in  the  said  parish 
of  St  David:  and  we,  the  said  justices,  being  justices 
for  the  said  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Exeter,  and 
from  which  such  lunatic  was  sent  to  the  said  asylum  as 
aforesaid,  having  now  inquired  into  the  place  of  the  last 
legal  settlement  of  the  said  E»  Folks,  so  being  a  lunatic 
confined  in  such  last  mentioned  asylum,  and  having 
now  obtained  satisfactory  evidence  on  oath  that  the  last 
legal  setdement  of  the  said  E.  Folks  was  and  is  in  the 
parish  of  Crediton  in  the  county  of  Devon,  do,  by  this 
our  order  under  our  hands  and  seals,  adjudge  that  the 
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1858.  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Damd;  and  she  now  remains  in 
The  QuBBN  ^^  '^^  mentioned  asylum  at  the  charge  cX  the  last 
Inhab'unts  f  ™^^^^o"^^  parish.  And  whereas,  by  a  certain  order  of 
Cbbditon.  adjudication  bearing  date  this  present  13th  day  of  March 
1857>  and  hereto  annexed,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of 
us  the  undersigned,  William  Buckingham^  Mayor,  and 
Henry  Hooper^  two  of  Her  Majesty  s  justices  of  the  peace 
in  and  for  the  said  city  and  county,  and  from  which 
such  lunatic  was  sent  to  the  said  asylum,  we  have  duly 
adjudged  that  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of 
the  said  E.  Folks  was,  at  the  time  of  her  being  so  as 
aforesaid  sent  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum  for  the  said 
county  of  Devon^  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been, 
and  still  is,  in  the  parish  of  Crediion  in  the  said  county 
of  Devon;  and  whereas  the  said  parish  of  Crediton  is 
one  of  the  parishes  included  and  comprised  in  the  Cre- 
diton  Union  aforesaid ;  and  whereas  complaint  hath  been 
made  to  us,  the  said  justices,  by  the  said  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St  JDamd 
aforesaid,  that  they,  on  behalf  of  the  said  parisK^of  St 
David  aforesaid,  have  incurred  great  expence  in  and 
about  the  examination  of  the  said  E.  Folksy  and  in  and 
about  her  conveyance  to  the  said  asylum,  and  that  they 
have  paid  divers  sums  of  money  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
said  asylum  for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine, 
clothing  and  care  of  the  said  E.  Folks  in  the  said 
asylum :  and  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St  David  aforesaid  therefore 
now  make  application  to  us,  the  said  justices,  for  an 
order  upon  the  clerk  of  the  Guardians  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  Crediion  Union,  in  which  the  said  parish  of 
Crediton  is  situate,  included  and  comprised  as  aforesaid, 
for  payment  to  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
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1858.        (times  of  payment).  Signed  and  sealed  by  n^jSticAtn^Aani, 

The  Qdekn     Mayor,  and  Henry  Hooper^  Justices. 

Inhabitants  of       ^^'^  lunatic,  Elizabeth  Folks,  was  the  lawful  daughter 

Cbeditoh.  of  John  Folks  and  BeUy  Traies.  The  respondents  relied 
on  a  birth  settlement  of  the  said  Betty  Traies,  in  the 
said  parish  of  Credtton,  as  conferring  a  derivative  settle- 
ment in  that  parish  on  the  said  lunatic  The  appellants, 
by  their  grounds  of  appeal,  denied  this  settlement,  and 
also  set  up  a  subsequent  settlement,  acquired  by  the  said 
lunatic  by  hiring  and  service  in  the  parish  of  St  Thomas 
the  Apostle,  in  Devotishire.  The  respondents  proved  the 
marriage  of  Samuel  Traies  and  Sarah  Harris,  the  father 
and  the  mother  of  the  said  Betty  Traies,  in  the  parish  of 
Crediton,  on  July  26th,  1779;  the  baptism  of  the  said 
Betty  Traies,  in  the  parish  church  of  Crediton,  on  June 
9th,  1780;  the  baptism  o{  Joanna  Traies,  in  that  parish, 
sbter  of  the  said  Betty  TVaies,  in  1782;  the  baptism  of 
Sarah  Traies,  in  that  parish,  also  sister  of  the  said  Betty 
Traies,  1790.  And  they  also  proved,  by  the  said  Sarah 
Traies,  that  she  first  remembered  herself  living  in  Credit 
ton,  with  her  said  father  and  mother :  and  that  her  sister, 
the  said  Betty  Traies,  was  then  living  there  with  them 
as  part  of  the  &mily ;  and  that  the  said  Betty  Traies  was 
about  ten  years  older  than  herself. 

The  appellants  objected  that  these  facts  were  not  any 
legal  evidence,  or  not  sufficient  legal  evidence,  of  a  settle- 
ment of  the  said  Betty  Traies  by  birth  in  the  parish  of 
Crediton.  They  also  objected  that  the  order  of  adjudi- 
cation was  bad,  upoii  two  grounds :  First,  th^  the  order 
for  sending  the  lunatic  to  the  county  asylum  of  the 
county  of  Devon,  and  which  was  set  out  in  the  said  order 
of  adjudication,  professed  to  be  an  order  of  two  justices 
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1858.        the  Court  shall  further  be  of  opinion  that  the  objection 
The  Queen    ^bo^e   Stated  to  the   order  of   maintenance   is  valid ; 
lnh*biunu  of  '°    which   casc    the   order   of  maintenance   is   to  be 
Cbbditon.     quashed. 

Coleridge  and  Phear^  in  support  of  the  order  of  Ses- 
sions. Firsts  there  was  evidence  from  which  the  Sessions 
might  infer  the  birth  of  the  lunatic's  mother,  Betty  TraieSf 
in  Crediton.  (On  this  point  they  were  stopped  bj 
the  Court.)  Then  it  is  objected  that  the  orders  of  adju- 
dication and  maintenance  do  not  shew  jurisdiction, 
because  the  order  for  sending  the  lunatic  to  the  County 
Asylum,  which  appears  only  by  the  recital  in  the  orders 
of  adjudication  and  maintenance,  does  not  shew  juris- 
diction upon  which  the  justices  so  sending  her  could 
act;  and,  further,  does  not  shew  at  what  time  she 
became  chargeable  to  St.  DavtcTH,  But,  for  the  purpose 
of  recital,  enough  appears.  Sect.  97  gives  the  justices 
power  to  inquire  into  and  adjudicate  on  the  settlement 
of  any  pauper  lunatic  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum  in 
the  county  or  borough  of  the  justices,  or  sent  to  the 
asylum  from  such  county  or  borough.  The  orders  of 
adjudication  and  maintenance  do  shew  that  the  lunatic 
pauper  was  sent  from  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of 
Exeter^  of  which  the  persons  making  those  orders  are 
justices.  The.  lunatic  was  sent  to  the  asylum  under  the 
provisions  of  sect.  68,  being  at  that  time  not  a  pauper  nor 
wandering,  but  being  not  under  proper  care  and  cootroul, 
and  being  a  proper  person  to  be  taken  chai^  of  and 
detained ;  under  which  circumstances  two  justices  have 
power  to  make  the  order  for  sending  the  person  to  the 
asylum.  The  circumstances  appear  by  the  orders  of 
adjudication  and  maintenance  to  have  occurred ;  those 
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orien  state  the  lunatic  to  have  been  **  duly*'  sent    There        ]  858. 
knot  a  direct  finding  that  she  was  lunatic;  but  that  is    The  Queen 
not  requbite  for  shewing  jurisdiction  in  the  justices  who   iniju^Tln*,  t 
find  a  person  confined  as  a  lunatic  in  an  asylum.     It  is     Ckbditon. 
tnie  that,  under  sect.  72,  there  are  certain  special  cir- 
cumstances under  which  a  lunatic  is  not  to  be  sent  to 
thecouDty  asylum ;  but  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  negative 
these  in  the  order  by  which  the  lunatic  is  sent ;  still  less 
can  it  be  necessary  for  the  orders  of  adjudication  and 
muntenaDce  to  recite  so  much  of  the  removing  order 
IS  may  negadve  those  circumstances.     [Lord  Campbell 
CJ.    No  doubt  an  order  of  justices  must  shew  jurisdic- 
tioo:  but  I  never  heard  that  it  must  shew  jurisdiction  for 
the  making  of  every  order  which  it  recites.]     It  does  not 
leoD  to  have  been  necessary  here  to  recite  the  removing 
onler  at  alL     It  is  also  objected  that  it  does  not  appear 
fitHD  the  orders  of  adjudication  and  maintenance  how 
the  lunatic  is  chargeable  to  St  David*8.     They  do  state 
that  she  is  confined  as  a  pauper  lunatic,  and  sent  fix>m 
SLDoottfs:  under  sect  95  she  would  be  chargeable  to 
Sl  David's  till  an  adjudication  of  settlement  or  of  the 
Kttlement  not  being  ascertainable.     That  would  result 
hxn  the  fact  of  the  confinement     Regina  v.  Mituter  (a) 
H  dedsive  for  the  respondent.   In  Begina  v.  Rhyddlan  {h\ 
^luch  was  decided  on   the  earlier  statute  of  8  &  9 
^  e.  126.,  it  was  held  that  a  justice  might  send  to  an 
ojlom  a  lunatic  not  brought  before  him  under  the 
^■vialities  there  prescribed,  the  justice  having  jurisdic- 
TO  however  the  lunatic  was  brought  before  him.   Then 
^  i>  objected  to  the  order  of  maintenance  that  it  ought 
M  to  have  been  made  upon  the  clerk  to  the  Guardians. 

<•)  14  Q.  B,  349.  (6)  14  Q.  B.  327. 
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1858.        But  it  18  in  effect  made  on  the  Guardians :  it  is  addressed 
The  QuESH     ^  ^^®  board  of  Guardians^  and  to  their  clerk,  and  to  the 
Inhabitanu  of  P^^^  oflScers  of  St  DavidTs.     The  clerk  is  merely  the 
Crkoitoh.     organ  of  the  Guardians:  and  the  order  recites  the  fects 
shewing  the  liability  of  the  GnardianSy  and  recites  also 
that  the  application  was  for  an  order  on  the  clerk  re- 
quiring him  to  pay. 

Karslake  and  Bere,  contra.  As  to  the  evidence  of 
the  birth  of  Betty  Traies,  all  that  was  proved  was  that 
her  parents  were  married  in  the  parish,  and  that  she 
and  her  sister  resided  there  at  a  time  which  could  not 
well  be  less  than  fourteen  or  fifteen  years  after  the  birth 
of  Betty  TraieSf  and  were  both,  as  well  as  another  sister, 
baptized  there.  Next,  at  the  time  when  the  lunatic 
is  sent  to  the  asylum  she  is  not  a  pauper :  and  the  enact- 
ments and  proceedings  as  to  pauper  lunatics  are  entirely 
distinct  ft'om  those  as  to  lunatics  not  pauper;  sects. 
67,  68,  Schedule  (F.)  No.  1.  And  there  is  nothing 
directly  shewing  that  the  lunatic  ever  became  pauper; 
nor,  directly  or  indirectly,  how,  if  at  all,  she  became  so, 
nor  how  a  chargeability  upon  St.  Damd*B  accrued.  It 
is  said  to  be  enough,  under  sect  97,  if  the  justices  find 
a  pauper  lunatic  in  the  asylum.  But  the  orders  of 
adjudication  and  maintenance  do  not  shew  even  that 
They  only  recite  that  she  has  been  confined  as  ''such 
pauper  lunatic,^  referring,  it  seems,  to  the  removing 
order,  which  states  her  not  to  be  a  pauper.  In  the  case 
of  a  pauper  not  a  lunatic,  there  is  no  power  to  adju- 
dicate on  the  settlement  or  to  make  an  order  of  main* 
tenance:  the  proper  proceeding  is  under  sect  94. 
[Erie  J.  But  if  a  lunatic  is  placed  in  an  asylum,  and 
has  no  property,  he  becomes   co  instanU   a  pauper 
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1858.  enoagh  to  satisfy  the  statute.  I  think  that,  when  an 
The  Qtees  ^^der,  in  itself  apparently  regular,  refers  by  recital  to  a 
,  ^  ^T*        -.  former  order,  we  should,  in  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 

InbaKttantt  of  '  '^ 

Ckkditqs.  trary,  infer  that  the  recited  order  was  good,  thoagh«  no 
doubt,  this  removing  order,  as  recited,  is  exceedingly 
loose.  I  think,  moreover,  that  there  is  a  great  deal  in 
what  Mr.  Coleridge  and  Mr.  Fhear  urged  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  orders  of  adjudication  and 
maintenance  attaching  by  the  fact  of  the  lunatic  being 
in  the  asylum.  Regina  v.  Minster  (a)  supports  that 
view.  We  cannot  presume  that  this  pauper  was  wrong- 
fully in  the  asylum.  Lastly,  I  think  that  the  order, 
directed  to  the  Guardians  and  ordering  their  clerfc  to 
pay,  was  in  substance  an  order  on  the  Guardians 
themselves. 

Cbomfton  J.  I  think  that  there  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  a  birth  settlement  I  was  not  present  during 
the  argument ;  but  I  hope  that  my  brother  Erle^s  view 
as  to  the  efiect  to  be  given  to  the  recital  is  right.  So 
far,  however,  as  I  am  concerned,  the  question  is  stiD 
open. 

Order  of  Sessions  affirmed. 

(a)  14  Q.  A.  349. 
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1^53^  accepC  sgrikc  of  one  writ  id  respect  of  the  whole  four 
biDs^  so  »  to  ssre  the  expeoce  of  a  second  action,  and 
to  watre  the  objection  to  the  month  since  the  delivery 
of  the  foarth  bill  noC  haTing  ex^nred.  The  defendant 
not  coDsestingy  the  plaintiff  brooght  the  first  action  on 
the  three  biDs;  and^  after  the  expiration  of  a  month 
from  the  ^IiTerj  oi  the  fourth  bill,  he  brought  the 
second  action  on  thaL  After  this,  the  defendant  ob- 
tained an  Older  for  taxing  the  bills  on  which  the  first 
action  was  brought,  and  the  IhII  on  which  the  second 
action  was  brooght ;  bat  it  was  not  ordered  that  thej 
dioold  be  taxed  as  one  hSL  Less  than  a  sixth  was 
taxed  off  the  amoimt  of  the  three  bills :  but  there  was 
taxed  off  the  fourth  bill  more  than  a  sixth  of  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  four  bilK  The  Master  made  two  allocaturs  : 
one  on  the  three  bills,  in  which  he  allowed  plaintiff  the 
costs  of  taxation;  another  on  the  fourth,  in  which  he 
allowed  defendant  the  costs  of  the  taxation.  The  de- 
fendant had  made  rarioas  applications  at  Chambers ;  and 
ultimately  BreanteH  R  referred  the  parties  to  tbe  iiill 
Court. 

Shhmtr  and  Dcmglas  Bnmrm  now  shewed  cause.  The 
actions  being  separate,  the  allocaturs  were  properij 
separate.  It  is  not  the  [Jaintiff's  feult  that  there  wer^ 
separate  actions ;  had  the  defendant  consented  to  waive 
his  right  of  insisting  upon  the  expiration  of  a  month 
after  the  delivery  of  the  fourth  biU,  the  whole  wonid,  as 
the  plaintiff  proposed,  have  been  comprehended  in  one 
action.  The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  send  in  all  his 
bills  at  once.  As  to  the  consolidation  of  the  two  actions^ 
the  cases  are  conflicting.  They  are  collected  in  Chitty$ 
ArchhoUTs  Practice^  voL  n.  part  v.  ch.  8.  (p.  1274,  9th 
ed.,  by  Prentice). 
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Wedmetdajf, 
May  5th. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

John  Wheelton,  Lys  Seagar  and  Charles 
Lane,  appellants,  against  Edward  Brtdqes 
Hardisty,  Jacob  Bell  and  Walter  Barker, 
respondents. 

Thb  case  is  reported,  S  E.  Sf  B.  285. 


Thursday, 
Matf  6th. 


The  Queen   against   The    Churchwardens   and 
Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Hurstbourne  Tar- 


rant. 


lifONTAGUE  SMITH,  in   thb  Term,  had,  on 

behalf  of  Mr.  Heath,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on 

the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Hurstbourne  Tarrant 

to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  com- 


A  charge  was 

made  on  the 

poor  rates  of 

a  parish  for 

the  ex  ponces 

of  a  sunrey 

and  Taluation 

of  the  parish 

made  under 

Stat  6  &  7  IF.  4.  c  96.  f.  3.     In  the  bond  creating  the  cbar^  were  inserted  prorisioiis 

for  paying  off  not  less  than  one  fifth  of  the  sum  charged,  with  interest,  in  each  succeeding 

year,  till  the  whole  was  repaid.     More  than  five  years  baring  elapsed  since  the  m^k^g^ 

of  the  bond,  and  the  whole  sum  not  having  been  discharged,  the  bondholder  obtained  a  rale 

Nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  the  officers  of  the  parbh  to  pay  the  amount  remaining  doe  upon 

the  bond. 

On  the  affidarits  it  appeared  that  negotiations  between  the  bondholder  and  the  , 
officers  had  been  pending  during  the  interval  between  default  and  the  applicatton  to 
Court. 

Held,  that  the  charge  under  stat.  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c  96.  «.  3.  was  a  charge  on  the  rates 
generally,  and  might  be  enforced  against  the  rates  in  years  subsequent  to  the  five  yean  next 
aflcr  the  making  of  the  charge. 

Held,  also,  that  the  applicant  was  bound  to  come  promptly  to  the  Court,  or  to  explain  bii 
delay;  but  (dubitante  Cromptom  J.)  that  in  the  present  case  the  delay  was  sufficiently 
explained. 
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miDdiDg  them  to  pay  to  WUliam  Hawkins  Heath  the 
UDouDt  remaining  due  to  him,  of  a  sum  secured  to  him 
bj  a  charge  made  on  the  poor  rates  of  the  parish,  by  the 
Goardians  of  the  Andoter  Union,  by  a  bond  of  13th  June^ 
184a 

From  the  aflSdavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  it 
ippeared  that  in  1839  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners, 
under  the  provisions  of  stat  6  &  7  ^  4.  c.  96.  s.  3., 
oidered  that  a  survey,  with  a  map  and  valuation,  of  the 
puish  of  Hurstbaume  Tarrant  should  be  made;    and 
directed  the  Guardians  of  the  AndaverVmon,  which  com- 
prises that  parish,  to  make  provision  for  paying  the  costs 
thereof  either  by  a  separate  rate  or  by  a  charge  on  the 
poorrates,as  they  the  Guardians  might  see  fit  The  survey 
nsmade;  and  the  costs  amounted  to  2982.  .  Mr.  Heath, 
IB  1840,  advanced  the  money,  at  5  per  cent  interest,  on 
tbe  security  of  a  bond,  under  the  seal  of  the  Guardians, 
Biking  it  a  charge  on  the  poor  rates ;  this  bond  con- 
tained a  provision,  in  pursuance  of  sect  3  of  stat  5  &  6 
'fff^  c.  96.,  that  not  less  than  one  fifth  of  the  sum 
dvnld  be  payable  in  each  succeeding  year  till  the  whole 
*■  paid  off.     He  received  payment  of  interest  up  to 
1844,  and  part  of  the  principal ;  and  in  1844  the  sum 
RDHuning  due  was  2232.  lOs.     On  March  \,  1845,  he 
"^ved  a  further  payment  of  1112.  15«. ;  but  he  had 
i^Meired  no  payment  of  principal  or  interest  since  that 
^    On  the  7th  Augtuty  1845,  Mr.  Heath's  solicitor 
^^voCe  to  the  overseers  of  Hurstbaume  Tarrant  requiring 
inther  payment.    He  stated  in  his  affidavit  that,  **  since 
tbe  above  application,  I  had  various  interviews  with,  and 
CMiKd  several  letters  to  be  written  to,  the  different  parish 
i^ffioerB  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish,  several  of 
whom  have  firum  time  to  time  promised  to  use  their 
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endeaToars  to  obtain  the  necessary  funds  for  that 
purpose.  And  I  say  that,  relying  on  the  good 
faith  of  such  parish  officers  and  the  rate  payers  of  the 
said  parish^  I  have  hithereto  abstained  from  commenc- 
ing proceedings  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  said 
money."  On  the  16th  Aprils  1867,  he  wrote  a  per- 
emptory letter  demanding  payment:  and  all  delay  in 
making  application  to  this  Court  subsequent  to  that  day 
appeared  to  be  at  the  request  of  the  Board  of  Guardians, 
who  wished  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  be  con- 
sulted. The  only  explanation  of  the  delay,  between  the 
1st  Marchy  1845,  and  16th  Aprily  1857,  was  that  con- 
tained in  the  passage  in  the  affidavit  above  cited.  No 
affidavits  were  made  on  the  other  side. 


Lush  and  Prentice  shewed  cause.  Stat  6  &  7  fFI  4. 
c  96.  8,  3.  requires  that  payment  of  these  costs  shall  be 
provided  for  by  the  guardians,  *^  either  by  a  separate 
rate  or  by  a  charge  on  the  poor  rates,  as  they  may  see  6t ; 
but  in  case  of  such  charge  being  made,  then  provJMl^ 
shall  be  made  for  paying  off  not  less  than  one  fifth  of 
the  sum  charged  on  the  rates,  and  such  interest  as  may 
from  time  to  time  be  payable  in  respect  of  such  charge  or 
any  part  thereof,  in  each  succeeding  year,  till  the  whole 
is  repaid."  The  charge  oiight  therefore  to  have  been 
entirely  defrayed  by  the  rate  payers  from  1840  to  1845. 
The  present  rule  seeks  to  cast  the  charge  on  the  present 
rate-payers,  who  are  by  no  means  the  same  persons  as 
the  rate-payers  of  1840  and  the  immediately  succeeding 
years.  There  has  not  hitherto  been  any  decision  on  the 
construction  of  this  statute.     Rex  v.  Carpenter  {a)  turned 


(o;  6  A  §•  E.  794. 
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discretion  will  not  grant  a  mandamus  to  aid  *  party 
who  has  negligently  suffered  a  large  part  of  them  to  be 
changed;  Bex  w.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire  {a).  There 
is  no  sufficient  excuse  given  for  the  inaction  of  the  cre- 
ditor between  March  1845,  when  the  last  payment  was 
made,  and  the  year  1857,  when  he  first  began  to  take 
active  steps  to  enforce  payment. 


Montague  Smithy  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  charge 
is  by  the  Act  imposed  generally  on  the  rates;  then  fol- 
lows  a  proviso  directing  the  officers  to  pay  it  off  by 
instalments :  but  the  charge  is  not  extinguished  by  the 
laches  of  the  parish  officers.  That  is  the  principle  to  be 
deduced  from  Rex  v.  Carpenter  (6)  and  Regina  v.  St 
MiehaeVSf  Southampton  (c).  If  there  had  been  improper 
delay  on  the  part  of  the  applicant,  it  might  be  a  bar. 
But  the  delay  occurred,  it  appears,  in  consequence  of 
n^otiations ;  and,  though  these  are  not  set  out  in  detail, 
no  statement  shewing  that  the  delay  was  improper  is 
made  on  the  other  side.  .  ^ 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  On  the  whole,  I  think  that 
this  application  should  be  granted.  For  by  the  enact- 
ment in  question  the  Guardians  had  a  right  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  the  costs,  either  by  a  separate  rate 
or  by  a  charge  on  the  poor  rates ;  in  the  latter  case  there 
is  a  direction  that  provisions  shall  be  made  for  paying 
off  the  charge  in  five  years ;  but  still  the  Guardians  have 
a  right  to  charge  it  on  the  rates  generally.  Here  they 
do  chai^ge  it  on  the  rates,  and  make  provisions  such  that 
the  parish  officers  ought  to  have  paid  it  off  in  five  years. 

(a)  12  Ea»t,  366.  (6)  Q  A,  ^  E.  794. 

(c)  %E.^  B.  807. 
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Tbe  officers  did  not  do  so :  but  I  cannot  say  that  the 
right  to  recover  payment  out  of  the  rates  is  therefore 
gone.  Nevertheless,  the  application  to  this  Court  ought 
to  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time ;  and  here  the  onus 
fies  on  the  bondholder  to  shew  that  he  has  not  in  this 
dday  been  guilty  of  negligence.  Now  certainly  he 
might  have  been  more  urgent  in  his  applications  for 
pijiDent ;  but  he  does  not  lie  by  altogether.  It  appears 
be  did  apply,  and  got  promises  from  the  parishioners, 
vbich  mduced  him  to  take  no  further  steps.  If  there 
had  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  bondholder,  the 
Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  would  refuse  to 
interfere :  the  reason  of  my  judgment  is  that  I  think 
tbe  legal  remedy  remains  after  five  years ;  and  that  here 
tbere  has  not  been  such  negligence  made  out  as  to 
^iitentitle  tbe  applicant. 


1858. 


The  Queen 

▼. 
Overeeers  of 

HURST- 
BOURNB 

Ta&jiant. 


WiQHTMAK  J.     The  Act  says  that  provisions  shall  be 

Bide  for  paying  off  not  less  than  one  fifth  of  the  money 

<higed  in  each  succeeding  year ;  but  it  does  not  limit 

tbe  payment  to  one  fifth  out  of  the  rates  in  each  of  these 

jeus.    The  whole  may  be  paid  in  any  one  year ;  and, 

V  it  is  not  paid  off  in  five  years,  the  creditor  may  apply 

(v  a  mandamus.     But  the  difficulty  in  this  case  arises 

hom  the  lapse  of  tioie  which,  if  not  accounted  for,  would 

befttaL     But  it  seems  that,  though  no  application  to 

dug  Court  was  made  promptly,  yet  there  were  applica- 

tiooB  to  the  parish ;  and  I  think  it  would  be  very  hard 

^  the  creditor  if  he  were  to  lose  his  money  under 

tbese  circumstances. 


^^K  J.     The  Guardians  borrowing  this  money  had 
P^^^t  to  charge  it  on  the  rates ;   and  the  provisions 
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1868.       following  are  not  obligatory,  bat  diiectorj.     I  come  to 

TlMQirmr  ^^  conclosion  with  some  reluctance ;  finr  I  think  the 

Oijiiilli*  of    '■^^P^y^''  *°  1^40  and  the  socceeding  yean  were  the 

HuBflTw      parties  who  ooght  to  have  defrayed  these  charges.  Here, 

Jammami.     howerer,  there  is  CTidence  that  the  bondholder  was 

diligent  in  pressing  for  his  money ;  and  I  do  not  otged 

to  the  conclosion  to  which  the  Court  have  com^  that 

the  delay  has  not  in  this  case  been  negligent.    It  wooldy 

I  think,  be  highly  satisfactory  if  it  were  in  all  such 

cases  made  obligatory  on  the  creditor   to  proceed  to 

enforce  payment  at  once.     If  the  Act  had  said  that  the 

charge  should  be  pud  off  in  five  years,  and  not  othei^ 

wise,  it  would  have  made  it  the  du^  of  the  creditor  to 

secure  payment  in  time. 

CbomftonJ.  There  are  two  questions.  First,  whether, 
under  this  Act,  there  is  a  general  charge  on  the  rates, 
or  only  a  charge  on  the  rates  for  five  years.  On  this  I 
think  it  clear  that,  whether  it  would  be  expedient  to 
impose  on  the  bondholder  such  a  duty  as  my  brotlMBr 
JSrle  si^gests  or  not,  no  such  duty  is  by  this  Act  imposed 
on  him.  But  still,  secondly,  if  there  has  been  a  lapse  of 
time  and  want  of  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  creditor, 
the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  oi^t  not 
to  interfere ;  and  upon  this  part  of  the  case  I  have  had 
some  doubts  whether  the  delay  was  sufficiently  excused. 

The  Court,  in  consequence  of  the  consent 
given,  ordered  that  the  writ  should  issue 
peremptory  in  the  first  Instance. 
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The  Queen 

▼. 
Recorder  of 
Richmond. 


practicable  to  convene  a  meeting  of  the  rate-payers  so  as 
to  consult  them  between  the  8th  January  and  the  end  of 
that  Term. 

A.  W.  Simpson  now  took  a  preliminary  objection.  The 
rule  has  not  been  applied  for  till  Easter  Term^  though  the 
decision  of  the  Recorder  had  been  pronounced  so  as  to 
leave  sufficient  time  for  making  the  application  in  Hilary 
Term.  The  excuse  made>  that  a  meeting  of  the  rate 
payers  could  not  be  assembled,  is  not  sufficient.  There 
was  no  need  to  have  such  a  meeting.  The  general  rule 
of  practice  is  that  the  application  must  be  made  ^'  in  the 
Term  following  the  Sessions  at  which  the  refusal  was 
made,  unless  under  special  circumstances,  which  should 
be  stated  in  the  affidavits,  to  account  for  the  delay ;  there 
is  no  absolute  rule  on  the  subject,  but  in  every  case  of 
application  for  a  mandamus,  any  considerable  delay  in 
making  the  application  after  the  refusal  to  do  the  act 
required,  should  be  properly  accounted  for ;"  Comer's 
Practice  on  the  Croum  Side,  219. 


T.  C.  Foster,  contra.     No  delay  has  in  fact  beei 
occasion^ ;  for,  if  the  rule  had  been  obtained  in  Hilary^ 

9 

Term,  it  must  have  been  so  late  that  cause  could  noi^  * 
have  been  shewn  within  that  Term.  There  is  no  iixecE^ 
rule  of  practice ;  the  only  rule  is  that  the  applicatioi 
must  be  made  promptly.  In  Regina  v.  The  Jtistices  of 
the  West  Riding  (a)  this  Courfheld  that  taking  time  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  township, 
and  consulting  counsel,  was  a  sufficient  excuse  for 
delay. 


(a)  2  Q   B.  505,  505,  n. 
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I808. 


Friday,  Xhe  43uEEN  aqainst  The  Justices  of  Kingston 

ilfoyTth.  ^  -^ 

UPON  Thames  and  Edward  Philips. 


A  poor  rite,  HlOMLINSONj  in  this  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 

ffood  on  the  JL  , 

face  of  it,  had  upon  four  justices  of  Kingston  upon  Thames  and 

pealed  agunit.  Edward  Pfiilips  to  shew  cause  why  the  justices  should 

oatiOT  be^  ^^^  issue  thcir  distress  warrant  against  Philips  to  levy 

i"diS%u  ^.*  the  amount  of  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the      ^ 

raot  to  enforce  parish  oi  Kingston  upon  Tliatnes  made  in  October,  1857, 

payment  of  r  -=r  j-  »  , 

the  rate,  it  From  the  affidavits  on  both  sides,  it  appeared  that  in«-^  . 

was  made  to  ^  ^  *  *  . 

appear  that  the  parish  of  Kingston  upon  Thames  a  rate  of  l<.  6cL  i 

there  were 

subtuntial  the  pound  produces  the  sum  necessary  for  the  ordinary 

contending  .  cxpcuces  of  the  parish,  and  is  the  usual  rate.  In  JanUi 

was  retro^^  1857,  a  rate  was  made  at  \s.  6d,  in  the  pound,  whic^r^i^ 

t^fore  ud  ^^  quashed  upon  appeal  in  3fay,  1857.    The  oversee 

The  justices  however,  collected  the  Januarv  rate,  informins  the  ra 

refused  to  issue  '  .  - 

their  warrant,  payers   that   credit  would  be   given   to  them  for  t"  ^Zbe 

On  an  appH- 

cation  to  this  amount  SO  paid  in  a  succeeding  rate.     In  June,  IS^Sf^ 

rule  to  com-  another  rate  was  made  at  the  rate  of  Is.  6d,  in  the  poucrad 

issue  the  war-  ^^  being  found  that,  if,  in  levying  this  rate,  credit  y^^aa 

"^old.  that  given  for  the  payments  of  the  January  rate,  the  smani 

the  justices  levied  would   not   meet   the  current  ezpences  of  tflie 

were  not  justi-  i 

fiedininquir-  parish,  this  rate  was  paid  in  full,  on  an  understand  iitf 

ing  whether  r  '  r  ' 

there  was  a  between  the  rate-payers  generally  and  the  overseers  that 

{TTound  of  J    i_ 

appeal  against  the  next  rate  should  be  made  for  a  larger  sum,  and  tbat. 

refusing* their  in  Collecting  it,  credit  should  be  given  for  the  payments 

ground.  ^And  of  the  January  rate.    A  rate  was  made  in  October,  1857» 

made  t^hTrule  "^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^'  '"  ^^^  pound,  with  the  iutcntioD  ^^^ 

absolute.  allow  credit  according  to  this  understanding :  but,  wb^ 
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▼. 
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Sumner  now  shewed  cause.  The  rate  made  in  October 
for  the  purpose  of  levying  the  money  which  ought  tc 
have  been  levied  in  Jtau  is  retrospective.  It  will  hn 
said  that  this  is  matter  of  appeal :  but  this  Court  refusec 
to  enforce  a  bad  rate,  even  after  an  appeal  had  beei 
dismissed;  Rex  v.  Newcomb  (a).  [Oompton  J.  Thai 
was  because,  by  the  terms  of  the  Act  (17  G.  2.  c  3. «.  1 .) 
**  no  rate  shall  be  esteemed  or  reputed  valid  and  ^iflS- 
dent  so  as  to  collect  and  raise  the  same,"  uuless  dm 
notice  shall  have  been  given ;  which  was  not  .then 
done.]  At  all  events,  the  Court  in  its  discretion  will 
not  enforce  this  rate ;  Regma  v.  Parker  ($).  [Erie  J 
Hiere,  a  clear,  definite  case  of  injustice  was  shewn 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Do  you  say  that  the  justices  an 
not  to  be  compelled  to  issue  their  warrant  in  any  casi 
in  which  the  rate  may  be  quashed  on  appeal  ?]  Tbi 
aigument  goes  so  fiur. 


TamUneom  was  not  called  upon  to  support  his  mle. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  We  give  no  opinion  as  U 
whether  the  rate  is  good  or  bad  on  appeal :  but  we  an 
all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  ground  of  defence  is  on 
tenable.  There  being  no  appeal,  and  the  rate  bein( 
good  on  the  face  of  it,  it  would  be  most  injurious  if  i 
were  to  be  supposed  that  justices  are  justified  in  refii8in( 
to  issue  the  warrant  because  there  is  some  ground  oi 
which  there  might  have  been  an  appeaL 

WiGHTKAN,  Erle  and  Cbohpton  Js.  concurred* 

Rule  absolute  (c) 

(a)  4  r.  R.  368.  (6)  1  S.  ^  B.  16S. 

(c)  See  the  next  case. 
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▼. 

Jastices  of 

K1NO8TOH 

and 

Wsoo. 


justices  had  been  applied  to  for  their  warrant  to  levy 
the  full  amount  of  the  October  rate,  and  had  refused  to 
do  so. 

Simmer  now  shewed  cause.  The  rate  in  January 
having  been  levied,  though  quashed,  the  payments  are, 
by  Stat  41  G.Z.  c.  23.  s.  1.,  to  be  taken  as  "  payments 
on  account  of  the  next  effective  rate"  *' which  shall  be 
made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  same  parish." 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  occupant  in  this  case  is  no 
longer  the  same  person.  The  house  is  not  liable  to  the 
rate.]  No;  but  the  rate  has  been  paid.  [Crompian  J. 
The  Act  does  not  say  a  payment  on  account  of  the  next 
rate  in  respect  of  the  sum  assessed  on  the  person  who 
has  paid.  It  would  seem  to  mean  a  payment  on  account 
of  the  sum  assessed  in  that  next  rate  in  respect  of  the 
same  premises.]  Then  there  was  no  rate  on  this  house 
till  October.  That  was  the  next  effective  rate  on  this 
house.  l^Crompton  J.  It  is,  by  the  statute,  a  payment 
on  account  of  the  next  effective  rate  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  of  the  same  parish.  That  was  in  June.  The 
object  of  the  Legislature  may  well  have  been  to  prevent 
the  settlement  of  the  matter  hanging  over.]  At  all 
events,  the  Court  will  not  order  a  warrant  to  issue 
where  it  would  work  injustice.  If  the  allowance  had 
been  made  in  June,  Wedd  would  have  been  rated  at 
Is,  6d.  in  the  pound  only.  He  is  rated  at  Ss,  in  conse- 
quence of  an  agreement  to  substitute  the  October  rate 
for  the  June  rate ;  and  it  is  unjust  not  to  allow  him  the 
benefit  of  that  agreement,  as  he  suffers  its  burthen. 


TomUnson,  in  support  of  the  rule.    The  officers  of  the 
poor   acknowledge   that   there   was    an  understanding 


262 


EASTfeR  TERM. 


1858. 

The  QuKU 
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•sd 
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Erlb  J.    I  regret  that  I  cannot  ooncor  in  the  reascMds 
of  my  Lord  and  my  Brother  fFi^himan  (or  thinking  that 
this  role  should  be  made  absolute.    As  between  man  and 
man,  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  the  person  who  is  resist- 
ing this  payment  is  entitled  to  the  abatement  which  he 
claims;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  parties  making  the  rate 
considered  that  he  was  so  entitled.     The  rate  made  in 
January  having  been  quashed,  those  who  had  pidd  it 
might  deduct  the  sums  paid  from  the  next  effective  rate 
on  the  same  parish.     That  is  equivalent  to  a  right  that 
those  premises  should  have  a  credit  for  the  rate  paU  aft« 
between  them  and  the  premises  that  had  not  paid.     Fogh 
the  convenience  of  the  parish  an  agreement  was  come 
that  no  deduction  should  be  made  from  the  June 
the  whole  amount  to  be  raised  by  that  rate  being 
quired  for  current  ezpcnces,  and  that  those  persons  w] 
were  entitled  to  claim  an  abatement  on  account  of  ther^E 
payments  of  the  quashed  January  rate  should  be 
to  deduct  the  sums  paid  from  the  October  rate, 
ingly,  in  October  a  double  rate  was  made  at  3s.  in 
pound,  being  Is.  6(L  for  the  current  expences  and  Is. 
for  the  quashed  rate ;  in  this  sense,  that  the  persons 
had  paid  that  rate  should  be  exempt  therefrom,  and  tbmaf 
those  who  had  not  should  be  liable  thereto.  The  Janutm^y 
rate  had  been  paid  in  respect  of  these  premises  by  tlse 
former  occupier ;  and,  if  the  present  occupier  was  coxx^- 
pelled  to  pay  the  double  rate  in  October^  his  premis^^^ 
would  be  overrated  at  double  the  amount  as  betw^^^ 
him  and  the  other  occupiers  who  had  paid  the  Janu€M^^ 
rate.     I  think  therefore  that  the  October  rate  becaax==> 
the  next  effective  rate  for  the  purpose  of  this  allowaia^ 
and  that  the  occupier  of  the  premises  was  entitled 
claim  exemption  from   the  liability  to  pay  that  sUJ 
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Fridan,  The  Queen  against  The  Sudbuby  Burial  R 

May  7  th.  *' 

Stat.  15  &  16  TTUGH  HILL  had  in  this  Term  obtained  a  nili 

AQthoriring  the  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Burial  Board  of  the  pa 

Burial  Board  ^f  Saint  Peter,  Saint  Gregory,  All  Saints  and  BalU 

U  applu»ble  to  ^"^  Brandon,  in  the  borough  of  Sudbury,  commai 

a  parish  not  them  to  do  all  such  thinffs  as  are  lawful  and  neo 

baviDg  sepa-  ^ 

rate  overseers,    to  raise  the  required  amount  due  for  the  purchase  n 

nor  separately  ^  ^ 

maintaining  its   of  the  new  burial  ground,  and  to  pay  the  same  to 

poor.   Sect.  52, 

the  interpreu-  Frances  Gooday.     The  affidavits  on  both  sides  dis< 

extends  the  that  Mrs.  Frances  Gooday  was  the  executrix  of  a  p 

wwd'uf placed  ^ho  had  sold  to  the  Burial  Board  the  site  of  8 

h^iSrip  burial  ground  of  which  the  Board  had  taken  posse 

rate  overseen  The  executrix  had  obtained  judinnent  by  default  a 

and  separately  ^  j    -o  ^  -^ 

mainuining       the  Burial  Board  for  the  price,  and  had  issued  exec 

their  own 

poor,  but  does  but  obtained  only  part  of  the  judgment  debt ;  an 
parishes  which,  had  required  the  Burial  Board  to  take  the  proper 
do  nol^m^'  for  raising  the  residue  out  of  the  poor  rates.  O 
^2^^°"         rule  coming  on,  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  intimated  tl 

such  a  matter  it  was  fit  that  the  writ  should  go  in 
that  the  question  might  be  on  the  record:  bui 
counsel  on  both  sides  having  stated  that  a  third  \ 
had  been  willing  to  lend  the  money  on  the  secui 
the  rates  but  for  an  objection  taken  by  his  coun; 
the  authority  of  the  Burial  Board  to  charge  then 
probably  would  do  so  if  the  opinion  of  this  Coui 
that  the  objection  was  unfounded,  which  would  o 
the  necessity  of  further  litigation,  and  that  this  w; 
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dj  point  io tended  to  be  discussed  on  tbe  role,  the        1858. 
Court  consented  to  hear  and  give  their  opinion  on  that    xhe  Qukkh 

'  SUDBURT 

The  ficts  raising  this  question  appeared  on  the  affi-    Band  Bovd. 
Ml  to  be  as  follows. 

Tbe  town  of  Sudbury  consists  of  three  ancient  eccle- 

Micd  parishes.  Saint  Peters  Saint  Gregory  and  AU 

Suti,  each  having  a  separate  church,  churchyard  and 

chrtbwardens.  By  1  stat.  1  Ann.  c.  34.  (a)  a  corporation 

*v  created  for  the  management  of  the  poor  of  the  town 

^SnJhay,  consisting  of  the  .three  parishes;  and,  since 

^  Act,  one  poor  rate  on  the  three  parishes  is  made  for 

^^jiog  the  ezpences  of  the  management  of  the  poor 

^•il  three  indiscriminately.     The  hamlet  of  BalUngdon 

^^  Brandon  has  separate  churchwardens  and  a  separate 

^^^itiy,  and  maintains  its  own  poor  separately ;  but  the 

'iditbitants    attend    the  church  of    the  parish  of  AU 

SmtatM  ;  and  their  dead  were  interred  in  the  churchyard 

^  that  parisL     In  1854  the  churchyards  in  the  three 

T^rishes  were  closed;  and  a  joint  Burial  Board  for  the 

dvee  parishes  and  the  hamlet  was  constituted.     For  the 

pvpQses  of  the  discussion,  it  was  assumed  that  every 

dang  was  regular  if  there  was,  at  that  time,  power  to 

ttoititute  a  board  for  districts  situated  as  the   three 

inhes  and  the  hamlet  were. 

Mmtague  Smith  now  shewed  cause.     Stat.  16  &  17 

Vict  c  134.  s.  7.  extends  the  provisions  of  stat.  15  &  16 

Fkte.  85.  to  parishes  not  in  the  Metropolis.     It  is  under 

^  (nmsions  of  that  Act,  if  at  all,  that  this  Burial  Board 

(•)  Fiinte.    ♦«  For  erecting  hospitals  and  workhouses  within  the  town 
'•*^  n  the  coanty  of  Suffolk,  for  the  better  employing  and  main- 
'^^^  poor  thereof.- 
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1858.        is  constituted.     Sut  15  &  16  Vict  c.  85. «.  10.  aathorizes 
The  QuEiir  ^^  forming  of  a  Borial  Board  on  the  requisition  of  the 
SuDBFBT      ^^^  payers   "  of  any  parish."    That  is  the  first  step 
Burial  Bond,   which  is  requisite.     Now  sect.  52  enacts  that  « « parish' 
shall  mean  every  place  having  separate  overseers  of  the 
po<»r,  and  separately  maintaining  its  own  poor."    The 
three  parishes  within  the  town  of  Sudbury  do  not  sepa- 
rately maintain  their  own  poor,  and  have  not  separate 
overseers.     They  are  therefore  not  parishes  within  that 
Act   Stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  128. «.  1 1.  enables  such  places 
as  these  to  form  Burial  Boards,  but  is  not  retrospecdve. 

Hugh  Hill,  contra.  If  the  language  used  in  sect  52 
had  been  such  as  to  shew  that  the  Legislature  intended 
to  exclude  all  parishes  that,  for  any  reason,  had  not 
separate  overseers,  the  objection  might  be  good.  Bat 
the  language  used  is  in  effect  the  same  as  if  the  Legis* 
lature  had  said  the  word  parish  shall  mean  what  it  doest 
and  also  shall  include  every  place  having  separate  over- 
seers and  separately  maintaining  its  own  poor.  The 
section  begins  as  is  usual  by  saying  that  the  words  shall 
bear  the  meaning  assigned  **  unless  there  be  somethii^ 
in  the  subject  or  context  repugnant  to  such  construc- 
tion." The  limited  meaning  proposed  by  the  other  aide 
would  exclude  many  parishes  whicl#  the  Legislature 
intended  to  include. 

]x>rd  Campbell  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  construction 
proposed  to  be  given  to  the  word  parish,  so  as  to  make 
it  exclude  such  parishes  as  these,  would  be  directly 
repugnant  to  the  whole  object  of  the  Act,  and  would 
in  many  cases  defeat  the  object  of  the  Legislature.  I 
think  clearly  that  the  interpretation  clause  extends  the 
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MDii^  of  the  word  so  as  to  include  sach  places  though 

OBtpirishes,  but  does  not  exclude  parishes.  The  Quben 


SUDBURT 


WuflTMAH  J.     I  am  of  the  .same  opinion.    The  con-    ^»™1  Board, 
ttncdoo  proposed  is  repugnant  to  the  whole  context 


(No  other  Judge  was  present.) 


Rule  absolute. 


SiCHARD  Nicholson  against  Chables  Arthur  sourdny. 

May  Sth. 

Hill  Heaton  Ellis. 


ACTION  for  money  had  and  received.     By  consent  Sut7&8Ftc<. 
of  parties,  and  order  of  Coleridge  J.,  the  following  aix>lbhiQff  the 
«K  was  stated,  without  pleadings,  under  sect.  46  of  JJ?  Qty  wd 
He  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  &  16  Vict.  ^^^?^^ 

C  76*1  *°^  directing 

...  *^*^  *^®  county 

He  plaintiff  is  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  City  and  lesiions  for 

fa.  i.  nr  Middlesex %hal\ 

wxtj  of  frestminster.    The  defendant  is  clerk  of  the  be  bolden  by 
pnce  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  within  which  county  witbin  tbe  City 
4e  Ci^  and  Liberty  of  Westminster  is  locally  situate.       wacu.  by  ^' 
Separate  commissions  of  the  peace  have  always  been  JhfperaoM*^* 
'■Qed  for  the  county  and  for  the  City.  ho\&ift  tbe 

''  ^  several  officet 

On  6lh  Avgust,  1844,  stat  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  71.,  "For  of bjh bailiff 

.  of  WeMtMinttert 

w  better  administration  of  criminal  justice  in  Middle^  clerk  of  tbe 
^**was  passed;  under  which  an  Assistant  Judge  was  other'officera 
"nninted  for  the  Middlesex  Sessions.  of  sessions  of 

tbe  peace  for 
the  said  City 
^  libsity,  shally  to  long  as  they  shall  be  entitled  to  bold  their  several  offices,  execute 
■*^itin  and  be  entitlM  to  tbe  emoluments,  witbin  tbe  said  City  and  Liberty,  of  tbe 
|J**>1  nlcei  of  sheriff,  clerk  of  the  peace  and  other  corresponding  officers  of  tbe  county 


^^  tbst  this  extends  only  to  the  persons  holding  tbe  offices  in  tbe  City  and  Liberty 
*  ttt  tiBB  ef  the  Act  passing.  By  the  Court  of  Exchequor  Chamber,  tbe  Court  of  Q.  B. 
*>>^W«qQaUy  divided. 


268 


EASTER  TERM. 


1858.  And  by  the  11th  and  12th  sections  it  was  enacted  as 

NiCHOLSOH        follows. 

Ellis.  ''^^*  ^^^  whereas  by  an  Act  passed  in  the  ninth 

year  of  the  reign  of  King  Gtorge  the  Fourth  (a),  inti- 
tuled *  An  Act  to  enable  the  justices  of  the  peace  for 
Westminster  to  bold  their  sessions  of  the  peace  during 
Term  and  the  sitting  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,* 
the  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  said  City  and  Liberty 
are  limited  to  the  weeks  preceding  the  holding  of  eadi 
of  the  quarter  or  general  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the 
said  county  of  Middlesex :  and  whereas  by  ancient  usage 
and  of  right  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  Middlesex  have 
constantly  holden  and  may  hold  their  sessions  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  county  within  the  said  City  and 
Liberty,  and  the  holding  of  sessions  for  the  City  and 
Liberty  has  become  unnecessary;  Be  it  enacted,  that 
after  the  sessions  of  the  peace  which  shall  be  holden  in 
and  for  the  said  City  and  Liberty  next  after  the  passing 
of  this  Act  sessions  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  City 
and  Liberty  shall  cease  to  be  holden,  and  the  sessions  to 
be  holden  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Middlesex  diall 
be  holden  by  adjournment  within  the  said  City  and 
Liberty,  and  shall  have  full  jurisdiction  over  all  things 
cognisable  by  the  sessions  for  the  said  City  and  Liberty; 
and  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  City  and  Liberty 
shall  not  be  exempted  from  serving  on  juries  at  the 
sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Middlesex  holden 
within  the  said  City  and  Liberty.'' 

**  12.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  the  persons  holding  the 
several  offices  of  high  bailiff  of  Westminster^  clerk  of  the 
peace,  and  all  other  officers  of  the  court  of  sessions  of 

(o)  Sut.  9  G.  4.  c.  9. 


)f  the  peace,  and  other  corresponding  officers  of 
ontj  of  3&Hktex!  provided  always,  that  the 
I  of  areiy  seanon  of  the  peace  for  the  said  coonty 
mthio  the  aud  City  and  Liberty  shall  be  sent, 
fiwiteen  days  after  such  session,  by  the  cterk  of 
toe  of  the  aaid  City  and  Liberty,  to  the  clerk  of 
m  of  the  said  county,  and  shall  be  kept  by  him 
e  other  records  of  his  office." 
o  Ihe  lime  of  the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  and  for 
Fears  previously,  four  general  quarter  sessions  and 
jeneral  sessiona  of  the  peace  for  the  county  had 
Rially  held  in  each  year  at  the  Sessions  House, 
wtO,  with  an  adjournment  once  every  year,  or 
.  into  ffettmimter:  and  four  quarter  sessions  of 
we  for  the  City  and  I^ber^  of  WeMtmintter  had 
dd  in  each  year  at  the  Guildhall,  Wettmituter. 
joriadiction  of  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  City 
xr^  was  confined  to  matters  arising  within  the 
id  liberty ;  but  the  jurisdiction  of  Middletex 
\  extended,  and  still  extends,  over  the  whole 
,  ioclnding  the  City  and  Liberty  of  Wieitmiiuter, 
matters  atisng  within  the  said  City  and  Liberty, 
,in  practice,  such  matters  were  (before  the  passing 
lud  Act)  usually  dealt  with  and  disposed  of  at 


▼. 
Euji. 
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1858.  T^  seariomi  tor  the  ooonty  hswej  since  the  pearing  of 

NicBOLsov    ^^  ''^  '^^  ^^^^  holdeo  by  adjonnmient  (as  ^Brecled 
by  the  Act)  witbin  the  City  and  Liber^ :  and,  aoooiding 
to  the  arrangement  now  existing,  eight  general  and  toot 
quarter  sessions  for  the  county  are  held  every  year  at 
the  Sessions  House,  CkrhenweU;  and  each  of  such  aes-    ■ 
sions  is  adjourned  to  and  held  at  the  Grmldhall,  Wair-^ 
mmsier,  within  the  said  City  and  Liberty.     At  thes^ 
sessions  for  the  county  cases  are  heard  and  determine*  ^ 
arising  as  well  within  the  limits  of  the  City  and  Libei 
as  in  other  parts  of  the  county  without  those  limit 
and  fees  and  emoluments  arise  in  respect  of  each  of  i 
classes  of  business. 

The  late  clerk  of  the  peace  for  fFestmituier,  who  h^j^ 
the  office  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  axuf 
had,  previously  to  the  passing  thereof,  perfimned  Uie 
duties  of  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  sessions  held  in  and 
for  the  city  of  Westminster^  acted,  after  the  passing  of 
the  said  Act,  as  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  adjooriMl 
sessions  for  the  county  held  at  fFestminsier,  until  Ul 
resignation    as   hereinafter    mentioned,    and    reoeifsd 
annually,  in  lieu  of  the  emoluments,  a  fixed  sum  agreed 
on  between  him  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  tb 
county.     On  12th  October,  1857,  he  resigned  his  oftcr 
and,  on  the  following  day,  the  plaintiff  was  duly  i 
pointed  clerk  of  the  peace  for   Westminster,  and, 
virtue  of  such  appointment,  has  claimed  and  claiiv 
execute  the  duties,  and  to  be  entitled  to  the  emolmr 
of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  said  City  and  Ul 
which  claim  has  been  and  is  opposed  by  the  clerk 
peace  for  Middlesex, 

There  arc  duties  belonging  to  the  office  of  « 
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ikpetce  for  fFettmmtter  otber  than  any  which  he  may        1858. 

keinreqiecl  of  busineflB  done  at  general  or  quarter     Niohouwh 

▼. 

Ellia. 


He  Conrt  shall  have  power  to  draw  inferences  of  ftct 
ifoecaBiry. 

Tbe  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are : 

Fint,  Does  the  12th  section  of  the  said  Act  extend 

to  the  plaintiff,  or  apply  only  to  the  person  holding  the 

ofice  of  clerk  of  the  peace  for  Westminster  at  the  time 

of  the  passing  of  the  Act  ?    Secondly,  if  the  first  ques- 

Uflo  should  be  determined  in  &your  of  the  plaintiff,  is 

tlie  light  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  emoluments  of  clerk  of 

tlie  peace  therein  mentioned  limited  to  those  arising 

fton  cases  which  might  have  been  heard  and  determined 

^  the  sessions  held  in  and  for  the  City  and  Liberty  of 

WtdmbuUr  if  the  said  Act  had  not  been  passed  ?  or, 

TUidly,  Does  it  extend  to  all  business  actually  trans- 

teied  at  the  adjourned  county  sessions  holden  within 

fteaid  City  and  Liberty? 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinbn  that  the  first  and 
tUid  questions  ought  to  be  answered  in  favour  of  the 
jUnfiff,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
IQL  and  costs.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
As  fast  and  second  questions  are  to  be  answered  in 
Arnv  of  the  plaintiff,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
fiaintiff  fx  6L  with  costs.  If  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
ii  that  the  first  question  shall  not  be  answered  in  the 
jJaiiiliflTfT  fiiYOur,  judgment  ia  to  be  entered  for  the 
defeodftotwith  costs. 

Tbe  ease  was  argued  in  last  Hilary  Term  (a),  by  Sir 
JF*  Keify,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  Sir  F.  Thesiger  for  the 

(a)  Jammary  22d,  1831. 


▼. 
Eliju. 
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1858.  'Hie  aeflBioiiB  tat  the  ooonty  have,  since  the  paasiiig  of 

NicBouQs~  ^  ^'^  ^^  heea  hoideD  by  adjouroment  (as  directed 
bj  the  Act)  within  die  City  and  liberty :  and,  according 
to  die  aiiaugemcnt  now  existing  eight  general  and  fixir 
quarter  sobioimi  lor  the  coimty  are  held  every  year  at 
the  Seasioos  Hoose,  CkrkemweB;  and  each  of  soch  ses- 
sions is  adjourned  to  and  held  at  the  Guildhall,  Weti'- 
mauier,  widiin  die  said  City  and  liberty.  At  these 
sessions  far  the  county  cases  are  heard  and  determined 
arising  as  well  within  die  fimits  of  the  City  and  Liberty 
as  in  other  parts  of  the  coonty  without  those  limits; 
and  fees  and  enKdoments  arise  in  respect  of  each  of  sncli 
clawsps  of  bosinesB. 

The  late  derk  of  the  peace  for  Waimhutar^  who  hdd 
the  Mfot  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  and 
had,  preyioiidy  to  the  passing  thereof,  performed  Ae 
duties  of  derk  of  die  peace  at  the  sessions  held  in  and 
ibr  the  dty  of  Wniamtter^  acted,  after  the  poarai^  of 
the  said  Act,  as  derk  of  the  peace  at  the  adjoomed 
sessions  for  the  coun^  held  at  Wetimmsierj  until  his 
resignation  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  recdved 
annuaUy,  in  lieu  of  the  emoluments,  a  fixed  sum  agreed 
on  between  him  and  the  derk  of  the  peace  for  the 
county.  On  12di  October^  1857,  he  reagned  his  office  i 
and,  on  the  following  day,  the  plaintiff  was  duly  ap- 
pointed clerk  of  the  peace  for  Watmhuier^  and,  in 
▼irtue  of  such  appointment,  has  claimed  and  daima  to 
execute  the  duties,  and  to  be  entitled  to  the  emoluments^ 
of  cleik  of  the  peace  within  the  said  City  and  liber^; 
which  claim  has  been  and  is  opposed  by  the  d^  of  the 
peace  for  Middlesex. 

There  are  duties  belonging  to  the  oflSce  of  clerk  of 
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the  peace  for  IFegtminiier  other  than  any  which  he  may        1858. 

hue  io  respect  of  busineflB  done  at  general  or  quarter     Niohouwh 

▼. 

Elub. 


The  Court  shall  have  power  to  draw  inferences  of  ftct 
ifDeceisuy. 
Tbe  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are : 
TiOL,  Does  the  12th  section  of  the  said  Act  extend 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  apply  only  to  the  person  holding  the 
dke  of  derk  of  the  peace  for  Westminster  at  the  time 
tf  tke  passing  of  the  Act  ?    Secondly,  if  the  first  ques- 
tion should  be  determined  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  is 
iii^ht  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  emoluments  of  clerk  of 
jie  peace  therein  mentioned  limited  to  those  arising 
«  cases  which  might  have  been  heard  and  determined 
itk  sessiiHis  held  in  and  for  the  City  and  Liberty  of 
\JhUmMter  if  the  sdd  Act  had  not  been  passed  ?  or. 
Does  it  extend  to  all  business  actually  trans- 
at  the  adjourned  county  sessions  bolden  within 
laid  City  and  Liberty  ? 
[.  f  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  first  and 
questions  ought  to  be  answered  in  favour  of  tbe 
judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
and  costs*    If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
tax  and  second  questions  are  to  be  answered  in 
of  the  plaintiff,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
fiMT  &L  with  costs.    K  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
the  first  question  shall  not  be  answered  in  the 
*8  finrour,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
\t  with  costs. 

Ihe  case  was  argued  in  last  HSary  Term  (a),  by  Sir 
Edfy,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  Sir  F.  Thesiger  for  the 

(a)  Janwtry  22d,  1831. 
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1858.       defendant     The  ooune  of  aigoment  will  snflScientl; 
XicHoiaoa""  H^P^*''  ^7  ^^  jiidg;nient8  of  tlie  learned  Judges  in  thi 
y,Vj^        Coort,  and  the  aigument  and  judgment  on  appeal  in  & 
fjEcheqoer  Chamber. 

Cur.  adfK  vmI 

On  this  day,  the  learned  Judges^  being  divided  i 
opinion,  delivered  judgment  seriatim.  ^ 

Cromptmi  J.  Cbomptoii  J.  The  question  in  this  case  was  whetbc 
the  plaintiff,  as  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  City  an* 
Liberty  of  fFesimmstar,  was  entitled  to  certain  fees  an 
emoluments  of  the  derk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  c 
Middlt9exy  arising  within  the  City  and  Liberty.  Thi 
depended  enUxely  on  the  11th  and  12th  clauses  of  sta( 
7  &  8  VkL  e.  71.,  ''For  the  better  administration  c 
criminal  justice  in  MUdk^exJ*  The  justices  ibr  th 
Ci^  and  Liberty  had  been  accustomed  to  hold  session 
for  the  City  and  Liberty ;  the  times  for  holding  whid 
were  regulated  by  stat  9  G.  4.  c.  9.  And  the  justice 
fcM*  the  county  had  been  accustomed  to  hold,  and  ha 
the  right  of  holding,  coun^  sessions  within  the  City  an 
liberty. 

The  11th  section  of  stat  7  &  8  VuA.  c  71.,  after  n 
ciung  the  above  &cts,  and  that  the  holding  of  seasioii 
for  the  City  and  Liberty  had  become  unnecessary,  pre 
ceeded  to  enact  that,  after  the  next  Sessions  after  tb 
passing  of  the  Act,  sessions  of  the  peace  in  and  for  th 
City  and  Liberty  should  cease  to  be  holden,  and  tb 
sessions  in  and  for  the  county  of  Middksex  should  b 
holden  by  adjournment  within  the  City  and  Libert 
and  should  have  full  jurisdiction  over  all  things  oogn 
zable  by  the  sessions  for  the  City  and  Liberty ;  and  thi 


be  12tb  clause  it  nas  enacted  that  the  peisonB 
:  the  several  offices  of  high  bailiff  of  WeitimnMter, 
F  the  peace,  and  all  other  offices  of  the  Court  of 
I  of  the  peaoe  for  the  sud  City  and  Liberty,  shall, 
;  as  they  shall  be  entitled  to  hold  their  several 
execDte  the  dadea  and  be  entitled  to  the  emolo- 
rithin  the  said  City  and  Liberty  of  the  several 
rf  sheriff,  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  other  corres- 
l  officers  of  the  county  of  MiddUiex.  Provided 
that  the  rec(H<da  of  every  session  of  the  peace  for 
I  connly  htdden  within  the  said  City  and  Liberty 
!  sent,  within  fourteen  days  after  such  sesuon,  by 
ik  of  the  peace  of  the  said  City  and  Liberty,  to 
ik  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county,  and  shall  be 
'  him  with  the  other  records  of  his  office. 
qnestioD  was,  Whether,  upon  the  construction  of 
h  section,  the  clerks  of  the  peace,  high  bailiff  and 
ifficefs  for  the  City  and  Liberty,  who  had  still 
otiea  to  perform  not  connected  with  the  sessions, 
Iways  to  perform  the  dudes  and  receive  the 
nenta  of  the  offices  for  the  county  at  the  sessions 
in  We^mituUr,  or  whether  the  peisons  who  were 
(fcs  of  the  peace,  high  bailiff  and  other  officers  {at 
^  at  the  tine  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  were  the 
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N1CHOL805 

V. 

£lus. 
Crompion  J. 


arrangement  or  only  a  temporary  arrangement  for  the 
protection  and  compensation  of  the  officers  who  would 
otherwise  have  been  injured  by  the  operation  of  the 
11th  section  in  destroying  their  offices  as  officers  of  the 
city  sessions,  and  putting  an  end  to  their  functions  as 
such. 

The  person  who  was  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  City 
and  Liberty  had  died  since  the  passing  of  the  Act:  and 
the  plaintiff  had  been  since  appointed  clerk  of  the  peace 
for  the  City  and  Liberty.  If  the  arrangement  in  qnet* 
tion  were  a  permanent  one,  he  was  entitled  to  perfonn 
the  duties  and  receive  the  emoluments  in  question*  If 
the  arrangement  were  to  end  at  the  death  of  the  peiBon 
in  office  at  the  passing  of  the  Act,  or  upon  his  oeaamg 
to  hold  office,  the  plaintiff  had  no  title. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  arrangement  was  a  tempo- 
rary one,  intended  for  the  compensation  and  protectioil 
of  the  vested  interest  of  the  then  clerk  of  the  peace; 
and  that  it  was  to  continue  only  during  his  life  and 
continuance  in  office,  so  as  to  terminate  on  his  death 
or  resignation. 

The  11th  section  entirely  abolishes  the  Court,  and 
enacts  that  it  should  no  longer  be  holden:  and,  in 
abolishing  the  Court,  the  functions  in  question  weit 
necessarily  abolished;  and  with  the  functions  the  fees 
also  would  necessarily  be  done  away  with.  The  L^ps- 
lature  would  naturally,  therefore,  be  expected  to  make 
provision  for  the  loss  and  injury  to  the  parties  to  be 
affected  by  the  change.  But  there  was  no  occasion  to 
make  provision  with  respect  to  persons  having  no  vested 
interest,  but  who  might  take  office  in  the  altered  state 
of  the  law.  It  would  be  novel  in  our  legislation  to  make 
provision  for  such  persons,  who  are  entitled  to  no  com- 
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n  they  hare  lost  nothing  by  the  enactment,  1858. 
H^ht  for  and  accepted  office  Babsequently  to  sicmutai 
^.  It  ia  to  be  obseired  that,  the  11th  section 
It  an  end  to  the  Court  and  the  offices,  the 
and  the  emoluments,  and  the  old  rights  being 
jone,  it  lies  on  the  parties  claiming  the  new 
eo  by  the  12th  nection  to  bring  themselves 
If  the  words  are  so  ambiguous  that  they 

certainty  sud  to  confer  the  new  rights  on  the 
a  cluming  to  be  within  the  new  enactment^ 

■o  claiming  most  &ii.  I  think  that  the  de- 
I  ri^t  in  hia  assertion,  not  merely  that  the 
ly  be  ambiguous,  but  that  they  appear  more 
!  to  the  coostiuction  by  which  the  arrangement 
d  as  temporary  only,  in  the  nature  of  a  com- 
clanse,  in  favour  of  the  parties  holding  office 
e  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  suffering  from 
qocnces  of  its  enactments,  than  to  the  con- 
by  which  the  arrangement  would  be  treated  as 
L  I  think  that  such  an  anomalous  arrange- 
not  likely  to  be  intended  for  a  permanent 

that  the  proriBiona  for  canying  out  the  ar- 
t  are  quite  as  well,  if  not  better,  adapted  for  a 
r  arrangement  The  expression,  the  penora 
le  several  offices  of  high  bailiff,  &c,  will  with- 

stnining  apply  perhaps  to  either  view  of  the 
strikes  me,  primA  focae,  as  intended  to  refer  to 
us,  that  is  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the 
ng.    I  think  that  some  expression -to  shew  that 

**fer  the  time  being"  should,  and  probably 
ve  been  inserted  if  it  had  been  intended  other- 
M  ft  compensation  for  the  parties  then  holding 
id  1  Ibink  that  the  more  probable  construction 
T  2 
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is  that  the  persons  now  holding  office  were  intended.    If 
it  had  not  been  introduced  to  point  to  the  particolir 
persons,  it  would  have  been  much  more  simple  to  have 
said  the  high  bailiff,  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  &c,  with 
or  without  the   words  ''for  the   time   being,^  should 
execute  the  functions,  than  to  use  the  expression  **per^ 
sons  holding'^  &c.,  which  certainly  appears,  in  my  jodg^ 
ment,  rather  to  point  to  the  particular  persons  thes 
holding  the  offices.     I  think  that  the  subsequent  woidi 
m  the  paragraph,  ''  so  long  as  they  shall  be  entitled  to 
hold  their  several  offices,"  are  strong  to  shew  that  iktfy, 
enactment  was  intended  to  apply  to  the  persons  them  in 
office^  and  not  to  subsequent  high  bailifls  and  clerks  <#| 
the  peace.     The  words  **the  persons  holding**  &c.,  " 
long  as  they  shall  be  entitled,"  seem  to  me  to  refer 
the  then  holders  personally.     If  the  enactment  is  to 
read  as  high  bailifis  and  clerks  of  the  peace  for  the 
being,  there  could  be  no  use  for,  or  occasion  to  i 
these  words  of  qualification,  **  so  long  as  they  shall 
entitled  to  hold  their  several  offices  ;**  as  on  ceasing 
to  hold  they  would  be  no  longer  high  bailifis  or 
within  the  enactment.     Whereas  some  such  words 
to  me  to  have  been  absolutely  necessary,  according 
the  view  I  take  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  '' 
holding."    If  the  enactment  was  intended   to  give 
compensation  to  the  person  holding  the  office,  it 
absolutely  necessary  to  qualify  what  had  preceded 
saying  ''  so  long  as  they  shall  be  entitled  to  hold 
several  offices :"  otherwise,  the  right  being  given  to 
persons,  these  persons  would  have  been  entitled  to  peN-: 
form  the  duties  and  receive  the  fees  after  they  had 
right  to  be,  or  ceased  to  be,  clerks  of  the  peace  for 
City  and  Liberty.     The  meaning  would  be :  *'  We  gi 


:  of  the  peace,  as  jou  would  have  lost  notbiDg 
B  nothing."  I  see  no  difficult;  whatever  in  evei7 
be  death  of  the  particular  officere  falling  into 
r  oonne  of  a  quarter  sewions  for  the  countj. 
that  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  do  nwajr 
practice  of  haring  two  courts  of  session  and 

fimctionarie^  and  to  bring  ever;  thing  withio 
ance  of  the  count;  seasioua,  and  to  leave  that 

Court,  keeping  gome  of  the  old  functionaries 
le  who  might  otherwise  have  complained  of 
rai^ment 

e  death  of  those  functionaries,  there  will  be 
difficulty  in  the  sheriff  and  the  clerk  of  the 
lie  count;  ssBuming  the  usual  (unctions  as  to 
r  seasioua.  For  this  purpose,  what  seems  to 
an  old  exemption  of  the  inhabitants  of  fFeit- 
n  serving  on  the  juries  at  the  connt;  sessions 
led,  BO  far  as  the  adjourned  count;  sessions  at 
r  are  concerned.  There  would  be  no  diffi- 
le  sheriff  summoning  these  persons  in  the 

and  probabl;  in  practice  he  would  summon 
•om  the  other  parts  for  the  CkrhenweU  sessions. 
enienee  which  would  have  occurred  during 
rar;  arrangement,  however,  was  foreseen  and 
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1858.       clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county ;  and  it  was  higfaf 
NioHOLBOK    desirable  that  the  temporary  arrangement  should 
Elu8        prevent  the  records  of  the  county  being  all  kept 

in  the  hands  of  one  recognised  officer.    Indeed,  bat 
Cranston        ^^^  provision  I  am  about  to  refer  to,  doubts  might 
arisen  as  to  who  was  the  proper  custodier  of  the 
and  the  party  entitled  to  make  copies,  -and  give  oercifr-^ 
cates  under  Acts  of  Parliament  which  make  them 
dence  in  some  cases  if  signed  by  the  officer  having  tlii0 
proper  custody.     To  remedy  such  inconvenience, 
prevent  such  doubts,  the  Legislature  enacted,  in 
that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  city,  when  acting 
the  county  sessions,  should,  within  fourteen  days 
each  sessions,  send  the  records  of  that  session  to 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  to  be  kept  by 
with  the  other  records  of  his  office.    It  is  qaite 
that  this  provision  would  be  by  no  means  inappUcfMs 
the  case  of  a  permanent  arrangement :  but  it  is  not 
all  inconsistent  with,  and  seems  to  me  to  have 
absolutely  necessary  with  a  view  to,  a  temporary 
ment.     It  is  a  proviso  upon,  and  should  I  think  be 
strued  to  refer  to,  the  subject  matter  of  the 
part  of  the  section ;  which,  as  I  understand  it,  is 
session  holden  under  the  temporary  arrangement. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  true  constmctioo 
the  12th  section  of  the  statute  in  question  is,  that 
arrangement  should  be  temporary.  And,  if  it  be 
ful,  the  11th  section  having  abolished  the  Comt, 
thereby  the  functions  and  fees  in  question,  it  seems  tl 
me  that  the  party  claiming  the  new  right  under  tk 
12th  section  must  bring  himself  within  it  by  shewing 
clearly  that  the  Legislature  has  intended  the  Act  K 
apply  to  a  case  like  the  present:  and,  he  not  having 
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imso,  I  think  that  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the 
ttodant 

WioHTiiAN  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
ikederk  of  the  peace  for  the  City  and  Liberty  of  West- 
mmtter  for  the  time  being  is  entitled,  under  the  12th 
MioQ  of  Stat  7  &  8  Viet  c.  71.,  to  the  emoluments  of 
die  oflSce  of  clerk  of  the  peace  arising  within  the  City 
iDd  Liberty,  or  whether  the  right  to  those  emoluments 
m  fay  that  statute  limited  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for 
die  City  and  Liberty  who  held  the  office  at  the  time 
die  Act  was  passed. 

The  Act  recites  that  the  holding  of  sessions  of  the 
peioe  for  the  City  and  Liberty  had  become  unnecessary, 
aod  that  the  sessions  for  the  county  of  Middlesex  should 
be  holden  by  adjournment  within  the  City  and  Liberty, 
apd  should  ha?e  jurisdiction  over  all  things  cognizable 
hj  the  sessioDS  for  the  City  and  Liberty ;  and  that  the 
■habitants  of  the  (i!ity  and  Liberty  should  not  be  exempt 
fan  serving  on  juries  at  the  sessions  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  of  Middletex  holden  within  the  said  City  and 
liberty. 

It  then  enacts,  by  sect.  12,  that  the  persons  holding 
Ae  several  offices  of  high  bailiff  of  fVestmimter,  clerk 
if  the  peace,  and  all  other  officers  of  the  Court  of  ses- 
of  the  peace  for  the  said]  City  and  Liberty,  should, 
kng  as  they  should  be  entitled  to  hold  their  several 
execute  the  duties,  and  be  entitled  to  the  emolu- 
■KDti^  within  the  said  City  and  Liberty,  of  the  several 
offices  of  sheriff,  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  other  corres- 
ponding officers  of  the  county  of  Middlesex^  with   a 
proriBO  that  the  records  of  every  session  of  the  peace 
§6r  the  said  county,  holden  within  the  said  City  and 
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1858.       Liberty,  ehould  be  sent  within  fourteen  days  after  such 

NicHOLBOH    session  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  said  City  and 

Ellis        Liberty  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county,  and  be 

kept  by  him  with  the  other  records  of  his  office. 
Wisfhtman  J.       rpj^^  ^j^^  ^f  ^^  ^^^  g^^  ^j^^  (.j^^  ^ j  Liberty  has 

other  duties  to  perform  besides  those  that  may  be  inci- 
dental to  the  holding  the  general  or  quarter  sessions. 
And  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Legislature  did  not  intend 
to  abolish  the  office  upon  the  death  or  resignation  of  the 
person  who  held  the  office  at  the  time  the  Act  passed. 
It  provides  generally  that  the  persons  holding  the  several 
offices  enumerated  (the  clerk  of  the  peace  being  one) 
should,  so  long  as  they  should  be  entitled  to  hold  their 
several  offices,  execute  the  duties  and  be  entitled  to  the 
emoluments  (within  the  City  and  Liberty)  of  the  several 
enumerated  offices,  clerk  of  the  peace  being  one.  Tius 
provision,  I  think,  applies  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  and 
other  offices  enumerated  for  the  time  being,  and  is  not 
limited  to  the  persons  who  held  the  offices  when  the 
Act  was  passed.  There  are  no  words  of  limitation: 
and,  as  the  offices  still  exist,  there  seems  no  sufficient 
ground  for  holding  that  the  persons  filling  those  offices 
for  the  time  being  are  precluded  by  the  Act  from  the 
executing  the  duties  and  receiving  the  emoluments  of 
their  respective  offices  within  the  City  and  Liberty. 
Any  difficulty  as  to  the  records  is  obviated  by  the  pro- 
viso to  the  12th  section,  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of 
the  City  and  Liberty  should  send  them  to  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  of  the  county  within  fourteen  days  after  each 
session. 

1  therefore  answer  the  first  question  in  the  affirmative, 
being  of  opinion  that  the  12th  section  of  the  Act  extends 
to  the  plaintiff. 


XXL   VICTORIA. 


281 


1858. 


Nicholson 

Y. 

Ellis. 
Wiyhtman  J. 


With  respect  to  the  second  and  third  questions,  I  am 
flfopiDion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  emoluments 
tf  lU  business  actually  transacted  at  the  sessions  holden 
widuD  the  City  and  Liberty,  to  which  the  clerk  of  the 
peioe  for  MuUlesex  would  otherwise  be  entitled. 

The  learned  Judge  then  proceeded  to  read  the  judg- 
ment of 


CoLEBiDOB  J.      After    much  hesitation,  I    am    of    CoUrUUfeJ. 

opbioo  that  the  provisions  of  the  12th  section  of  stat. 

7&8  VkL  c  71.  were  intended  to  be  permanent    The 

11th  section  puts  an  end  to  the  Westminster  City  ses- 

nxu^  bat  provides  that  sessions  of  the  peace  shall  still 

k  held  within  the  City,  being  county   sessions   held 

diene  by  adjournment.     But,  as  the  oBScers,  some  if  not 

ill  tod  those  the  most  important,  who  had  previously 

fimctions  to  perform  and  emoluments  to  receive  in  and 

fitND  the  City  Sessions  Court,  were  for  other  purposes 

^  to  remain,   I  see  no  reason  a  priori    why  these 

oloen  should  not  have  been  permanently  preserved: 

ttd,  if  there  be  no  such  reason,  why  should  force  be 

QKd  to  the  language  of  the  section  which  in  its  ordinary 

iDtining  had  nothing  in  it  to  limit  its  effect  to  any  par- 

ttcokr  times  or  persons,  but  is  exactly  such  as  might 

piopeily  be  used  in  the  framing  a  permanent  provision  ? 

The  case  to  be  provided  for  was  the  performance  of 

ditties  properly  incumbent  on  county  oflScers  by  officers 

lK)idbg  analogous  situations  in  the  City:  and  this  is 

i^OBt  properly  effected  by  providing  that  the  individuals 

iMildiDg  those  city  offices  should,  so  long  as  they  hold 

dieiD,  perform  those  county  duties.     Words  which  are 

Qoi  in  the  Act  must  be  introduced  in  order  to  effect 
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1858.        ^^^  limitation  which  mj  Brother  Crompton  insists  on. 

Nicholson  '^^  proviso  which  follows  confirms  me  in  my  opinion  : 
Ellis  ^^'  yi\iBi  it  directs  to  be  done  would  be  wholly  unneces- 
sary if  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  county  were  offici- 

^^^'^  •  ating  at  the  adjourned  sessions,  but  would  be  absolutely 
necessary  if  the  City  clerk  of  the  peace  officiated.  And 
the  language  of  this  proviso  is  absolutely  without  any 
restriction  in  point  of  time.  On  these  short  grounds  I 
agree  to  the  judgment  pronounced  by  my  brother 
WightmatL 

Lord  Lord   CAiftPBELL  C.  J.     I    have   entertained  con- 

mpoeu  ..   .  gjjgj^jjjg  doubts  as   to  the   right  construction  of  the 

12th  section  of  this  very  loosely  drawn  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment The  plan  of  making  the  arrangement  only 
temporary,  to  last  only  while  those  who  were  in  office 
when  the  Act  passed  should  be  entitled  to  hold  their 
several  offices,  seems  more  reasonable  than  that  in  ssecola 
sseculorum  there  should  be  an  entirely  different  set  d 
officers  for  the  same  tribunal  when  sitting  in  a  particular 
district  within  its  jurisdiction.  And  part  of  the  language 
of  the  12th  section  rather  intimates  that  such  was  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature. 

But  the  concluding  enactment,  that  the  records  oi 
every  session  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  holden 
within  the  said  City  and  Liberty  shall  be  sent  within 
fourteen  days  after  such  session  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  the  said  City  and  Liberty  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  the  said  county,  and  shall  be  kept  by  him  with  the 
other  records  of  his  office,  has  rather  the  aspect  of  per- 
petuity. However,  as  this  comes  by  way  of  proviso,  the 
meaning  may  be  that  it  shall  apply  only  to  **  the  reconk 
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J iferj  session  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  holden  1858. 

■itin  the  City  and  Liberty,"  whik  the  individual  who  nicholbon 

mderk  of  the  peace  far  the  City  and  liberty  when  the  ^' 
At  passed  shaU  be  entitled  to  hold  his  office. 

I  therefore  concur  in  opinion  with  my  Brother  Cramp-  campbeU  c.  J. 
tsu  who  has  so  copiously  commented  on  the  statute. 

Cbompton  J.  then  withdrew  his  opinion,  in  order 
tbit  judgment  might  be  pronounced  and  an  appeal  be 
kooght:  and  judgment  was  formally  entered  for  the 

plaintiff. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

Charles  Abthub  Hill  Heaton  Ellis,  appellant, 
against  Richard  Nicholson,  respondent. 

THE  defendant  having  appealed  against  the  above  [For  marginal 
Dot  A    fl^fl  Alltfi 

judgment,  the  case  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  p.  267.]       ' 
Chamber  in  Trinity  Vacation,  IS48  (a> 

Montague  Smith,  for  the  appellant  (defendant  below). 
It  is  obvious,  both  from  the  general  object  of  the 
Mute  and  the  words  of  sect.  12,  that  only  a  temporary 
ttnogement  was  contemplated  by  the  Legislature.  In 
conaequence  of  the  abolition  of  the  sessions  for  the  City 
*^  Liberty,  it  became  unnecessary  to  maintain  offices 


(•)  Jm  16th.    Before  frUUama  and  IViUet  Js.,  and  IVditom  and  Brarn^ 
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1858.  ^of  ^c  discharge  of  the  functions  belonging  to  those 
£j^j.jg  sessions:  but,  as  the  parties  then  in  office  would  suffer 
NicHo  N  '^^^  '^y  ^^  unconditional  abolition  of  the  offices,  it  was 
thought  fit  to  make  sooie  compensation  to  them.  This 
might  have  been  done  by  a  pecuniary  sum :  but,  instead 
of  that,  it  was  effected  by  giving  them  a  life  interest  in 
the  office.  That  was  done  by  sect.  12 ;  and  the  marginal 
note  properly  describes  the  effect :  **  officers  belonging 
to  the  City  of  Westminster  to  be  compensated  while 
executing  their  duties."  If  the  intention  had  been  to 
make  the  offices  permanent,  the  enactment  would  have 
been  that  **  the  high  bailiff  of  Westminster^  clerk  of  the 
peace,  and  all  other  officers,"  should  execute  the  duties: 
but,  instead  of  that,  the  enactment  is  that  ^*  the  persons 
holding  the  several  offices"  &c.  shall  do  so,  thus  applying 
the  provision  to  the  particular  individuals  then  in  office, 
and  to  them  only  so  long  as  they  should  continue  to  be 
in  office.  On  the  respondent's  view,  the  words  **so 
long  as  they  shall  be  entitled  to  hold  their  several 
offices"  would  be  unnecessary :  for,  if  the  words  **  for 
the  time  being,**  or  anything  equivalent,  could  be  under* 
stood,  the  enactment  could  take  effect  only  while  the 
party  claiming  held  the  office.  ^*  The  persons  holding" 
means  *^  the  persons  now  holding,**  not  the  persons  who 
may  hereafter  hold.  The  effect  of  the  respondent's  con- 
struction would  be  to  increase  the  emoluments  of  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  Westminster,  by  adding  to  his 
former  fees  those  for  the  county  business.  The  utmost 
inconvenience  and  anomaly  would  result  firom  keeping 
up  two  bodies  of  functionaries  to  perform  the  same 
duties. 

T.  F.  EUiSf  for  the  respondent  (plaintiff  below).  The 
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lonls  ''the  persons  holding*'  are  equivalent  to  the  1858. 
•wds  "  whatever  persons  shall  hold,"  or,  which  would  -ELLia 
wme  to  the  same  thing,  to  the  words  "holding  at  jjicholsoh 
any  time."  [BramweU  B.  You  vary  the  expression, 
ind  thus  escape  from  the  argument  founded  on  the 
ictoil  expression.]  The  actual  expression  is  unlimited : 
the  ippellant  seeks  to  limit  it  by  introducing  the  word 
"DOW."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  offices  compre- 
beoded  in  the  enactment  are  very  few:  it  is  not  the 
cise  of  a  large  dasB,  like  that  of  the  corporate  officers 
lM>lding  office  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  whom  it  was  necessary  to  describe 
asadaas;  6  &  6  W.  4.  c.  76.  s.  66.:  and,  if  it  had  been 
iKre  intended  only  to  compensate  the  particular  persons, 
the  more  usual  course  would  have  been  taken  of  naming 
them;  aa  in  the  case  of  the  fFelsh  Judges,  stat.  11  (?.  4 
&  1  T.  4«  c.  70.  f.  24. ;  and  that  of  the  chaplains  of  the 
House  of  Commons  protected  by  stat  1  &  2  Vict  c.  108. 
^^  It  is  admitted  in  the  case  that  the  offices  are  not 
abolished  by  the  Act,  even  after  the  death  of  the  party 
folding  at  the  time  of  the  Act,  because  the  officers  have 
^  (unctions  to  perform.  Now  suppose  that  which,  it 
^  be  conceded,  is  meant  by  the  enactment  had  been 
iQtrodaced  in  express  tenns:  suppose  the  enactment  had 
u^)  ^  Whereas  the  offices  of  high  bailiff,  clerk  of  the 
P^aoe,  and  of  other  officers,  of  Westminster  are  to  con* 
^n^  permanently,  be  it  enacted  that  the  persons  holding 
^  offices  shall,  so  long  as  they  are  entitled  to  hold 
them,  perform"  &c. :  in  that  case  there  could  be  no 
doubt  that  the  performance  would  have  been  as  perma- 
nent aa  the  office.  Yet  what  difference  can  it  make, 
^bether  the  Legislature  proceeds  upon  a  state  of  things 
^<P^7  recitpd  or  upon  a  state  of  things  assumed  by 
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1858.        them  to  exist?    In  order  to  shew  that  the  intention  was 
Ellis        merely  to  give  personal  compensation,  the  marginal  note  is 
j^j    ^'  relied  upon.     That  is  no  part  of  the  enactment :  it  does 

happen  that  the  marginal  note  was  framed  for  the  clause 
when  the  clause  was  framed  in  another  way,  but  was  not 
altered  upon  the  amendment.  [AT.  Smith  objected  to  this 
being  stated.]  The  Court  will  not  regard  either  the  argu- 
ment or  the  answer.  But  the  rest  of  the  statute  shews  that 
this  is  not  a  compensation,  or  is,  at  any  rate,  not  con- 
fined to  compensation.  The  clerk  of  the  peace  has  new 
duties  to  perform.  Nor  is  there  any  anomaly  in  the 
same  tribunal  making  use  of  different  functionaries  at 
different  places:  the  case  may  be  likened  to  that  of 
registrars  for  difierent  districts  of  the  same  county  court. 
Then  it  is  suggested  that  the  words  **  so  long  as  they 
shall  be  entitled  to  hold  their  several  offices"  shew  that 
the  life,  or  tenure,  of  the  then  present  holder  only  was 
looked  to.  But  the  words,  in  truth,  suggest  the  opposite 
inference;  their  object  clearly  was  to  attach  the  duty 
and  emoluments  to  the  office  and  not  to  the  person.  So 
the  argument  put  by  Crompton  J.  seems  untenable.  The 
learned  Judge  suggests  that,  on  the  view  contended  for 
by  the  respondent,  the  words  would  have  been  *Uhe 
bailiff"  &c,  and  not  *Uhe  person  holding"  &c.  But  then 
it  might  well  have  been  urged  that  the  particular  bailiff 
&c.  was  meant,  and  no  other.  The  arrangement  insisted 
upon  by  the  appellant  would  be  of  the  utmost  compli- 
cation ;  for,  according  to  that,  the  new  system  could  be 
introduced  only  by  instalments,  as  one  officer  after  an- 
other died  or  quitted  office :  so  that  there  would  be  an 
old  City  functionary  or  functionaries  acting  with  the 
new  county  functionary  till  all  the  offices  had  changed 
hands.     It  is  said  by  Crompton  J.  that  the  burthen  of 
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tk aigoment  lies  on  the  respondent:  but  it  is  the  ap-        1858. 

pellant  who  is  bound  to  shew  that  an  existing  office  is        ellis 

lo  be  abolished ;  and>  if  the  statute  be  ambiguous,  the    Nicholson. 

rapoodent  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  doubt.    Lord 

Cmpbell  C.  J.f   who    pronounced  for  the  appellant, 

iDowed  that  an  inference  against  him  was  raised  by  the 

praraon  that  the  records  of  the  Court  should  be  sent 

bj  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  Liberty  to  the  clerk  of 

tbe  peace  of  the  county,  which  **  has  rather  the  aspect 

of  perpetuity."    To  meet  this,  his  Lordship  proposed  to 

ioflort  the  words  '*  while  the  mdividual  who  was  clerk 

€f  the  peace  fi>r  the  City  and  liberty  when  the  Act 

pHKd  shall  be  entitled  to  hold  his  office."     But  this  is 

nakiog  a  new  enactment.     And  what  is  to  be  done 

with  the  old  records?     To  cany  out  the  appellant's 

view  in  this  respect,  a  fi'esh  enactment  must  be  added, 

tint  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  shall  take 

Mody  of  the  old  records.     So  a  fresh  enactment  will 

k  wanted  authorizing  the  sheriff  to  perform  the  duties 

of  high  bailiflF  after  the  death  of  the  then  high  bailiff. 

MmUoffue  Smith  was  heard  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv,  vuU. 

Wn«LB8  J.,  in  the  same  Vacation  {July  5th),  delivered 
die  judgment  of  the  Court 

In  this  case  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Qneen's  Bench  were  equally  divided  in  opinion.  We 
htve  considered  the  judgments  there  delivered,  and  the 
ttguments  which  have  been  urged  in  this  Court,  and 
die  statute,  and  have  certainly  felt  that  there  was  much 
to  be  said  in  support  of  either  view. 
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1858.  But,  after  some  doubt,  we  have  come  to  the  nnanimous 

£jjjg  opinion  that  the  judgment  formally  given  in  &vour  of 
Nicholson  ^^^  plaintiff  should  be  reversed,  and  judgment  given 
according  to  the  opinion  of  I^rd  Campbell  and  Cramps 
ton  J.  The  interpretation  put  upon  the  section  by  my 
Brothers  Coleridge  and  Wightman  would  introduce  an 
anomaly  into  the  working  of  the  Court  of  sessions; 
whereas,  on  the  opposite  view,  the  functions  of  the 
officers  of  that  Court  will,  after  the  deaths  of  those 
who  were  in  office  when  the  Act  passed,  be  performed 
uniformly  and  without  the  inconvenience  of  throwing 
the  business  into  the  hands  of  different  officers  according 
to  the  place  at  which  the  Court  is  held. 

In  this  latter  view,  the  section  upon  which  the 
question  turned  is  read  as  providing  compensation  fat 
existing  officers,  and  not  as  creating  a  perpetual  incon- 
sistency in  the  working  of  the  Court.  We  adopt  this 
as  the  most  reasonable  and  probably  correct  constmc- 
tion.     And  the  judgment  is  therefore  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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18/)8.        shire.     Thomas  Baron  Camoys  defended  as  landlord  fo 
BiDDULPH     ^°®  undivided  moiety  ;  and  Thomas  Bamewall  and  fiv< 

Lem  others,  as  assignees  of  Anthony  George  Wright  Biddulph 
a  bankrupt,  defended  as  landlords  for  the  other  undivided 
moiety. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  at  thi 
Middlesex  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term  1856,  a  verdic 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  thi 
Court  on  a  special  case. 

The  case  stated  that  Richard  Biddulph^  being  aeisei 
in  fee  and  in  possession  of  divers  real  estates  in  Stafford 
shire,  Surrey  and  Sussex,  including  The  Grange  Estai 
(the  subject  of  the  action),  by  his  will,  duly  executed  &c 
dated  12th  April  1765,  bequeathed  all  his  real  estates  L 
Staffordshire,  Surrey  and  Sussex,  "  unto  my  brother  ii 
law,  Anthony  Wright^^  of  &c.,  "  and  my  nephew,  Charlt 
Stonor,  of"  &c.,  *^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  forever:  t 
the  several  uses,  estates,  intents  and  purposes,  and  upoi 
such  trusts,  as  arc  hereafter  by  this  my  will  particular! 
mentioned,  limited,  expressed,  declared  and  appointed 
and  to  or  for  no  other  use  or  uses,  estate,  intent  or  pm 
pose  whatsoever  (that  is  to  say)  :  to  the  use  and  behoc 
of  my  brother  Charles  Biddulph,  of"  &c.,  "  for  and  durin 
the  term  of  his  natural  life,  without  impeachment  **  &< 
^'  And,  from  and  after  the  determination  of  that  estati 
to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  Anthony  Wright  an 
Charles  Stonor,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  and  dorin 
the  natural  life  of  the  said  Charles  Biddulph,  upon  trust 
&c.  (to  preserve  contingent  remainders).  "  And,  firoi 
and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  brother  Charles  BidduJpi 
to  the  use  and  behoof  of  my  nephew  John  Biddulph,  th 
eldest  son  of  my  said  brother  Charles  Biddulph,  for  an 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  without  impeacl 
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1858.  bis  natural  life,  without  impeachment''  &c.  *'  And,  fron 
BiDtkcu^H  *^^  ^^^  ^^^  determination  of  that  estate,  to  the  ose*'  &c 
j^^^  (trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders).  "  And 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  nephew  ITumuti 
Biddmlph^  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  first  son  of  the 
body*  &C.  (limitations  as  in  the  case  of  the  sons  of  Johnj 
**  And«  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behool 
of  the  fourth  son  of  the  body  of  my  said  brother  Charki 
BuUulph  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  of  the  heirs  nude 
of  the  body  of  such  fourth  son  lawfully  issuing.  And, 
for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the 
fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  ninth  and  tenth,  and  all  and 
every  other  son  and  sons  of  the  body  of  my  said  brotbei 
Charks  Biddulph  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  severally  and 
successively  and  in  remainder  one  after  another,  as  the] 
and  every  of  them  shall  be  in  seniority  of  age  and  priorit} 
of  birth,  and  of  the  several  and  respective  heirs  male 
of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  every  such  last  men- 
tioned son  and  sons  lawfully  issuing,  the  elder  of  sacli 
last  mentioned  son  and  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  hie 
body,  being  always  preferred,  and  to  take  before  the 
younger  of  such  last  mentioned  son  and  sons,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body.  And,  for  default  of  such  issoej 
to  the  use  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and 
daughters  of  my  said  brother  Charles  Biddulph  lawfiiUy 
to  be  begotten,  and  her  and  their  heirs  for  ever,  to  take 
as  tenants  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  and  not  ai 
joint  tenants.  And,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and 
daughters  of  my  said  nephew  the  said  John  Biddulph 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  her  and  their  heirs  for  ever, 
to  take  as  tenants  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  and 
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Ml  18  joint  tenants.     And,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to        1858. 

lie  086  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and     biddulph 

fagbten  of  my  said  nephew  the  said  Charles  Biddulph        jj^^, 

kvibily  to  be  begotten,  and  her  and  their  heirs  for  ever, 

to  tike  as  tenants  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  and 

not  88  joint  tenants.     And,  for  defauh  of  such  issue,  to 

the  088  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and 

Jeoghtera  of  my  said  nephew  the  said  Thomas  Biddulph 

MbOj  to  be  begotten,  and  her  and  their  heirs  for  ever, 

to  tike  as  tenants  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  and 

M  88  joint  tenants.     And,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to 

tk  uee  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and 

'Mfbters  lawfully  to  be  begotten  by  such  fourth,  fifth, 

tttk,  eeventh,  eighth,  ninth,  tenth,  and  all  and  every 

(tiler  son  and  sons  of  my  said  brother  Charles  Biddulph 

■ifaresaid,  and  her  and  their  heirs  for  ever,  to  take  as 

koints  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  and  not  as  joint 

IttttDtB.     The  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  elder  of 

rt  after  bom  son  and  sons  of  my  said  brother  Charles 

AUd^  as  aforesaid  to  take  and  be  preferred  before 

tk  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  younger  of  such  after 

km  son  and  sons.     And,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to 

^  use  and  behoof  of  my  sisters  Mary  Stonor^  the  wife 

tf  I%omas  Stanarf  of  &c.,  **  and  Ann  Wright^  the  wife 

ef  Dy  said  brother  in  law  AntJiony  Wrighty  and  their 

kin  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 

taants."    At  a  later  part  of  the  will,   the  following 

ikiftiiig  clause  occurred.     **  Provided  also,  and  it  is  my 

fivther  intent  and  I  do  hereby  declare  my  will  and 

■Ktning  to  be,  that,  if  at  any  time  hereafter  my  said 

nephews  the  said  John  Biddulphy  Charles  Biddulph  and 

Thotmas  Biddulph^  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  such 
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18^.        other  after  bom  son  or  sons  of  dot  said  brother  Ckarki 
~  I^B^^        Biddmlph  as  afioreaaid,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  diaU 
BiDDCLPs     ^'^^^''  i°^o  religion,  and  become  profcaacd  priest  or  prieala 
of  some  or  one  of  the  sereral  orders  now  osed  cr 
proCeased  in  the  chuidi  of  Bame^  or  otherwise  become 
priest  or  priests  of  the  secular  clergy  in  the  said  chmch; 
or  if  at  any  time  hereafter  all  or  any  of  the  daughter  or 
danghters  to  be  begotten  by  my  said  brother  Clorfaf 
Biddulphy  or  by  my  said  nephews  the  said  John  Biddulphp,^^ 
Charles  Biddtdph  and   Thomas  Biddtdph^  or  either 
them,  or  by  any  or  either  of  such  after  bom  son  or 
of  my  said  brother  Charles  Biddulph  as  aforesaid, 
enter  into  religion,  and  become  professed  nun  or  ni 
that  then,  and  in  such  case  and  immediately  therenpot^^cii 
the  use  and  uses  by  me  before  limited  and  declared   mat 
my  said  manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands,  hereditamenK.^ 
and  premises,  as  to  such  of  my  said  nephews  the 
John  Biddulph,  Charles  Biddulph  and  Thomas 
and  all  and  every  such  after  bom  son  or  sons  of  my  sMd 
brother  Charles  Biddulph  as  aforesaid,  as  shall  so  enter 
into  religion  and  become  professed  priest  or  priests  of 
the  church  of  Borne  as  aforesaid,  or  as   to  such  xbe 
daughter  or  daughters  of  my  said  brother  Charles  Bid' 
dulph  as  aforesaid,  or  the  daughter  or  daughters  of  my 
said  nephews  the  said  John  Biddulph,  Charles  Biddulph^ 
Thomas  Biddulph^  and  all  and  every  or  any  of  sudi 
after  bom  son  or  sons  of  my  said  brother  Charles  Bid* 
dulph  as  aforesaid,  as  shall  so  enter  into  religion,  and 
become  professed  nun  or  nuns  as  aforesaid,  shall  cease, 
determine,  and  be  absolutely  null  and  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  whatsoever :  and  that  the  person  or  persons 
next  in  reversion  to  take,  according  to  my  afore  men- 
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liooed  limitation^  shall  immediately  thereupon  enter  into        1858. 
aid  apon  mj  said  manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands  and     Biddulph 
fRmises,  and  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  in  as  full  a        ^ees. 
■nner,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as  he, 
i/if  or  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  have  held  and 
cqc^ed  the  same  in  case  the  person  or  persons  so 
cotenDg  into  religion  as  aforesaid  had  been  then  dead, 
vidioiit  iflsue  of  his,  her,  or  their  body  or  bodies  as 
dbRodd." 

The  case  then  gave  an  account  of  the  different  mem- 
ben  of  the  fiunily,  and  also  set  forth  certain  evidence, 
tke  admiflribility  of  which  was  disputed  but  was  finally 
dowed  in  argument,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  thereon. 
Hie  result  was  as  shewn  in  the  following  table,  which 
Ws  mention  of  several  members  of  the  family  who 
veie  dead  without  issue  before  12th  April  1765,  the 
iHattiBichard  Biddulph's  will 
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On  Biehard  Biddulph*s  death,  his  brother   Charles        1858. 
BUu^  entered,  and  held  till  his  death.     He  died  ^iddulph 
■Mite  as  to  real  estate.     The  said  Charles  Biddulph        ^^ 
U  DO  child  bom  after  the  date  of  Richard  BiddulpK^ 
•E 

On  the  said  Charles  BiddulpVa  death,  John  Biddulph 
mtenif  and  held  till  his  death. 

nomas  Biddulph  had  no  son. 

Mm.  Biddulph^  by  his  will  dulj  executed  &c.,  dated 
nth  September  1828,  devised  all  his  lands  (with  an 
eiception  not  now  material)  to  Anthony  George  fVriglU 
(afterwards  Biddulph^  the  father  of  plaintiff)  for  life, 
imamder  to  trustees  to  preserve  &c.,  remainder  to  the 
fnt  and  other  sons  of  Anthony  George  Wrighi^  succes- 
My,  in  tail  male ;  remainder  over.  He  died  without 
itroking  this  will,  leaving  the  defendant  Lord  Camoys 
ltd  Ajiihony  George  Wright  his  coheirs  at  law. 

On  the  death  oiJohn  Biddulph^  in  1835,  the  defend- 
ttt  Lord  CamoySf  as  heir  of  Mary  Stonor,  and  Antlumy 
Swge  Wrighty  as  heir  of  Ann  Wrighty  entered  into 
poMnon  of  The  Grange  estate  in  equal  moieties. 

Iq  1840,  Anthony  George  Wright  Biddulph  was  de- 
cW  a  bankrupt:  and  his  assignees  entered  into  a 
•oiety  of  The  Grange  estate. 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  two  daughters  of 
IWu  Biddulph  took,  under  Richard  BiddulpfCs  will, 
tt  bterest  in  fee  simple,  subject  only  to  the  preceding 

■nutations  in   the   will;    that,  on  their  deaths,   their 

• 

^'^^^Kl^A  devolved  on  John  Biddulph  as  their  heir  at 
^\  and  thai  the  plaintiff,  under  John  Biddulph'^  will, 
^^^^Bi^  entitled  as  tenant  in  tail  male. 

^  question  for  the  Court  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
••  entitled  to  recover. 
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1858.  ^^  <^se  was  argued  in  this  Term  (a). 


BlODVLPB 
V. 

Lbm. 


Huffh  Hill,  for  the  plaintiff.  If>  under  the  will  of 
Richard  Biddulph,  Catherine  Jane  and  Marie  Josephine 
took  a  remainder  in  fee  simple  as  tenants  in  commoDf 
their  heir  at  law  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple  ;  John,  the 
brother  of  their  father  Thomas,  was  their  heir  at  law ;  and 
his  will  gives  the  land  to  the  plaintiff  in  tail  male.  If 
Catherine  Jane  and  Marie  Josephine  took  only  estates 
tail,  then  those  estates,  as  well  as  the  other  limitations  io 
tail  contained  in  Richard  Biddulph^s  will,  have  failed^ 
and  the  land  goes  to  the  heirs  of  the  sisters  to  whom  the 
ultimate  remainder  is  limited  by  the  will  in  fee,  that  itt 
in  moieties,  to  the  heirs  of  Mary  Stonor  and  Anne  Wrighm 
one  of  whom  is  represented  by  the  defendant  Lcnt^ 
Camoys,  the  other  by  the  assignees  oi  Anthony  Geor^ 
WrigtU  Biddulph,  The  former  construction  of  the  wm 
is  the  correct  one. 

First,  independently  of  the  shifting  clause.  The  wai 
expressly  limits  estates  in  tail  male  successively  to  tb 
sons  of  the  testator's  brother,  Charles  Biddulph,  axm^ 
then,  after  interests  given  to  other  daughters,  limits  ibi 
land  *^  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the  daughtei 
and  daughters  of  my  said  nephew  the  said  Thomas  Bidr 
dulph  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  her  and  their  heirs  fon 
ever,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  nMMi 
not  as  joint  tenants."  So  far,  the  limitation  is  clearly  ^ 
fee  simple.  But  then  follow  the  words,  *^  and,  for  default  < 
such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behoof^  of  the  daughters  of  otts-^ 
sons  of  Charles  Biddulph.  And  the  defendants  will 
tend  that  these  words  cut  down  the  estate  to  a  fee 


(a)  April  30th.      Before  Lord  CamjAdl  C.  J.,  ErU  and  Cromptca^^ 
Wiyhtman  J.  also  was  present  during  a  part  of  the  argument. 


Lees. 
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Bot  the  words  should  be  construed  as  meaning  ^^for  1868. 
drfuilt  of  such  daughters."  In  JarmaiCs  Treatise  on  "Jiddul 
WHb,  ch.  XL.  sect.  2  (vol.  2.  p.  384.  2d  ed.),  this  is  ^  J; 
explained :  *'  Where  the  words  are  not  *  in  default  of 
ine*  simpljy  but  *  in  default  of  such  issue/  it  is  clear 
that  whatever  be  the  class  of  issue  included  in  the  pre- 
ceding gift,  whether  children,  sons  or  daughters^  and 
whatever  the  extent  of  interest  given  to  those  objects, 
the  bequest  over  in  defavU  of  such  issue  is  construed  to 
mean  in  default  of  such  children^  sons  or  daughters.^' 
And,  io  sect.  3 :  **  With  regard  to  real  estates  also,  it  is 
dear  that  the  words  *  in  default  of  such  issue/  following 
n  express  devise  to  any  particular  [generation]  of  issue, 
a  Mdren^  sons  or  daughters^  will  be  construed  to  refer 
to  the  issue  before  described ;  that  is,  as  meaning  in 
de&nlt  of  *sucK  children^  sons,  &c.  And  in  cases  of 
ik  class,"  '*  this  rule  prevails,  whether  the  objects  of 
nch  preceding  devise  take  estates  of  inheritance,  or 
mbf  estates  for  life.''  And  further,  at  p.  388  :  « It  is 
veil  settled  also,  that  words  importing  a  failure  of  issue 
(without  the  word  *such*),  following  a  devise  to  children 
in  fee  simple  or  fee  tail,  refer  to  the  objects  of  that  prior 
defi8e,and  not  to  issue  at  large."  And  again,  at  p.  409: 
"Tlie  words,  in  default  of  issue,  or  expressions  of  a 
■nilar  import,  following  a  devise  to  children  in  fee  simple, 
BKUi  in  default  of  children  [and  following  a  devise  to 
^iUren  in  tail,  mean  in  default  of  children  or  of  issue 
inheritable  under  the  entail].  This  is  free  from  all 
4»bt*  This  was  acted  upon  in  Foster  v.  Hayes  (a) : 
■^  Baker  v.  Tucker  (J)  is  to  the  same  effect. 

(«)  iE,^  B.  717,  in  Exch.  Ch.,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Q.  B.  in 
'^^t  Biif€t,2E.^  B,  27. 
^*^  ^B.  L  Ca,  106. 
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J  858.  Next>  as  to  the  effect  of  the  shifting  clanse,  which 

BiDDULPH     P'^o^^^^s  that,  if  any  daughter,  the  object  of  the  devise, 
,  ▼•  shall  become  a  nun,  the  uses  limited  to  her  shall  cease, 

and  the  person  **  next  in  reversion*'  shall  take,  as  if  the 
daughter  were  dead.     It  will  be  said  that  this  shews 
that  the  daughters  were  meant  to  take  an  estate  upon 
which  there  would  be  a  reversion,  and  therefore  not  a 
fee  simple.     The  proviso  applies  equally  to  the  sons  if 
they  become  priests,  &c. :  but  in  their  case  the  revermoa 
is  that  which  is  expectant  on  estates  tail ;  in  that  of  the 
daughters  it  is  the  interest  which  would  take  effect  on 
the  failure  of  a  devisee  in  fee,  which  would   be  the 
interest  of  the   testator's  heir  at  law.     [Crompton  J. 
Then  you  consider  the  limitations  over  to  be  in 
nature  of  executory  devises,  giving  interests  to  arise  i 
there  should  be  no  daughters.]     They  are  limitations  i 
the  alternative ;  one  set  takes  effect  if  the  other 
not:  they  are  not  consecutive. 

Sir  F,  Kelly,  Attorney  General,   for   the  defendai 
Lord  Camoys. 

First,  the  devise,  without  the  assistance  of  the  shiftin^^ 
clause,  would  give  an  estate  tail.  It  is  not  necessary 
dispute  the  authority  of  Foster  v.  Hayes  (a).  There 
a  long  series  of  cases  which  might  be  cited  on  eith' 
side.  But,  as  this  devise  is  worded,  it  would  be 
sary,  in  order  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  daugh 
are  to  take  in  fee  simple,  to  construe  the  same  expressios=is 
differently  according  as  they  are  applied  to  the  sons  ^"^^ 
the  daughters.  It  will  be  found,  in  the  cases, 
wherever  one  limitation  is  to  be  at  an  end  before 

(a)  4£.  §•  ^.717;  2  E.  ^  B,  27. 
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mt  tales  place,  the  first  limitation  is  treated  as  giving        1858. 
■  estate  upon  which  there  may  be  a  remainder,  and     biddulph 

tkrefore  not  an  estate  in  fee.     It  is  to  be  observed  that        _  ^- 

Lxn. 

koth  in  Fogter  v.  Hayes  {a)  and  in  Baker  v.  Tucker  {b) 

die  limitation  in  question  was  to  the  use  of  one  person 

oslj  and  his  issue :  and  a  similar  remark  applies  to  Rex 

^'Tke  Marquis  of  Stafford (c).     But  here  the  limitations 

nise  uses  for  different  branches  successively,  so  as  to 

ifod  an  inference  as  to  the  meaning  of  one  from  the 

oeoeaniy  meaning  of  the  others.    In  Doe  dem.  LittledaU 

t  Smeddle  (d)  the  question  was  as  to  the  effect  of  the 

»wd** heirs."    Before  the  phrase  "for  default  of  such 

ime'  is  applied  to  the  daughters  it  occurs  six  times 

^itb  the  meaning  unquestionably  of  issue  of  the  body 

tf  the  person  named.     Morgan  v.  Griffiths  (e),  Doe  dem. 

-fiew  T.  Halley  (y),  Dacrew.  Doe  dem.  Dacre  (A),  Ives  v. 

<£e^  (t),  Lewis  dem,  Ormond  v.  Waters  {k\  are  autho- 

Hties  for  the  defendant ;  the  last  especially,  the  succes- 

siie  limitations  to  the  sons  being  as  here,  and  Lord 

SUborough  relying  much  on  the  limitations  being  in 

SQcceasion,  with  reference  to  the  constniction  to  be  put 

QDthe  words  "for  want  of  such  issue"  as  applicable  to 

tlie  SODS.     Now  here  the  limitations  to  the  daughters 

H&s  firom  those  to  the  sons  only  in  this:  that  in  the 

tanner  the  words  may  mean  an  estate  tail,  but  in  the 

litter  they  must. 

But,  at  any  rate,  the  shifting  clause  shews  that  the 

(«)  AB.^B,  717;  2  S.  ^  B.  27.  (6)  3  H.  L.  Ca.  106. 

(«)  7  Eatt,  521.  (<0  *i  B.  ^  Aid.  126. 

^0  1  GSwp.  234.  (p)  8  7.  R.  5. 

(*)  8  r.  A.  112,  in  K.  B.»  affirming  the  judgment  of  C.  P.  in  Doe  dem, 

V.  Daert,  \  B.  ^  P.  250. 
^*  >  Note  (a)  to  Doe  dem.  Comberbaeh  y.  Pdrr^n,  3  T.  R,  488. 
^^>«fiarf,336. 
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1858.  daughters  were  to  take  only  estates  tail  It  is  a  rule  o 
BiDDULPH  construction,  as  stated  in  the  judgment  of  this  Court  ir 
Le]E8.  Foster  v.  Hayes  (a),  "  that,  although  there  be  a  limita' 
tion  in  a  will  in  which  taken  by  itself  the  word  *  heirs 
must  be  construed  to  mean  heirs  general^  and  to  give  i 
fee  simple,  if  there  be  a  subsequent  limitation  in  the  wil 
which  can  have  no  operation  if  this  effect  be  given  U 
the  word  *  heirs,'  it  shall  mean  heirs  of  the  body  and  col 
down  the  prior  gift  to  an  estate  tail."  Now  here,  if  i 
son  or  daughter  who  would  be  entitled  enter  into  rell 
gion,  and  become  respectively  priest  or  nun,  the  persoi 
next  in  reversion  is  to  take  as  if  the  person  so  enterinj 
into  religion  ^*  had  then  been  dead  without  issue  of  his 
her  or  their  body  or  bodies  as  aforesaid."  But  the  issw 
before  spoken  of,  in  the  case  of  daughters,  is  describe<i 
by  the  word  **  heirs :"  therefore  the  heirs  of  the  daughten 
intended  are  heirs  of  the  body.  [ErU  J.  Suppose  thf 
nephew  was  dead  without  issue,  the  next  in  reversion 
would  inherit :  but,  if  he  had  a  son,  the  son  would  be 
the  next  in  reversion.  Suppose  the  nephew,  after  having 
a  son,  became  a  Roman  Catholic  priest :  could  the  son 
make  a  title  on  the  ground  that  he  was  to  come  in  as  ij 
his  father  had  died  without  issue  ?]  There  would,  it  must 
be  owned,  be  great  difficulty  in  making  the  title ;  nor  is  it 
easy  to  shew  how  the  clause  cou]d  be  carried  out :  but  thf 
defendant  is  not  bound  to  shew  this ;  he  contends  only  thai 
the  language  of  the  clause  should  be  looked  to  as  inter- 
preting the  preceding  language.  Suppose  a  daughter,  aftei 
coming  into  possession,  to  marry,  have  a  son,  become  f 
widow,  and  then  profess :  the  next  in  reversion  is  to  take 
as  if  the  daughter  were  dead  without  issue :  to  give  f 

(a)  1  E.^  5.33. 
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■eniDg  to  thisy  it  must  be  supposed  that  the  daughter        1858. 
ImI  an  estate  tail,  not  a  fee.     In  fact,  the  plaintiff  must     biddulph 
Mlnid  that  the  shifting  clause,  or  many  words  in  it,        j^- 
watt  be  entirely  struck  out;  for,  as  it  stands,  it  is  quite 
■mteDigible  on  the  supposition  that  the  daughters  took 
ifcenD[Je. 


&P0  appeared  for  the  defendants,  the  assignees  of 
irtlM^  George  Wright  Biddulphy  and,  on  Hugh  Hill 
^fyfAng  to  his  being  heard,  admitted  that  the  case  of 
bdients  rested  upon  the  same  grounds  as  that  of  Lord 
fioMyi.    The  Court  desired  him  to  confine  himself  to 
^^  point,  on  which  he  was  accordingly  heard,  but  upon 
^iudi  the  Court  ultimately  pronounced  no  decision. 
•Anffi  also^  as  to  the  effect  of  subsequent  words  cutting 
down  an  estate    previously  given,  mentioned  Biss  v. 
&Htt(a),  Doe  dem.  Blandford  v.  Applin  (i),  Woodhouse 
».  Hmkk  (c). 


Buigh  Hm,  in  reply.     The  construction  for  which  the 

drfrndants  contend  is  not  reconcileable  with  the  general 

Kkme  of  the  will,  which  gives  first  estates  in  tail  male 

tethe  nephews*  sons,  without  any  limitations  in  favour 

tf  duighters,  and  then,  in  default  of  issue  male,  gives 

Wn  absolutely  to  daughters,  as  tenants  in  common, 

V  there  be  more  than  one,  to  take  effect  once  and  for 

A*  The  succession  of  limitations  occurs  only  in  the 

CMC  of  males.     In  this  respect  the  case  resembles  Hag 

'•  He  Earl  of  Coventrg  (rf).    The  shifting  clause  cannot 

*  tAen  literally,     [hord  Campbell  C.  3.    As  at  present 

*^^»I  can  hardly  think  the  intention  was  to  dbin- 

(«)  2  JSr.  fr  N.  105.  (6)  4  r.  R.  82. 

(0  1  £  fr  /.  362.  (d)  3  r.  R.  83. 
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1858.  I^^^^  (h^  ^^  of  a  person  entering  into  the  religion.] 
BiDDULPH  Probably  the  intention  was  merely  to  prevent  the  estate 
Lees.  ^"^  being  enjoyed  by  any  individual  entering  into 
religion;  and  the  language  is  imperfect  because  the 
devisor  is  attempting  to  deal  at  once  with  three  claaaea 
of  estate,  for  life,  in  tail,  and  in  fee  simple.  If  all  that 
follows  the  words  avoiding  the  estate  in  the  individual 
be  rejected  as  superfluous,  the  whole  becomes  consistent 

Cur,  ado*  vuJL 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court 

In  this  action  of  ejectment  the  plaintiff  had  to  make 
out  that  the  two  infant  daughters  of  TTiomas  Biddvlph^ 
who  were  proved  to  have  been  bom,  and  to  have  died 
in  their  infancy,  took  estates  in  fee  simple  under  the 
limitation  contained  in  the  will  of  Richard  BiddMlph 
If  this  were  not  made  out  by  the  plaintiff,  the  questions 
argued  before  us  on  the  other  parts  of  the  title  become 
immaterial. 

By  the  will  in  question,  Richard  Biddulph  devised 
his  lands  to  devisees  to  uses,  to  the  use  of  his  brother 
Charles  for  life;  and,  after  a  limitation  to  trustees  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders  in  the  usual  way,  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  brother  Charles  Bid' 
dulphf  to  the  use  of  his  nephew  John  Biddulph,  the 
eldest  son  of  Charles  Biddulph^  for  life,  with  like 
limitations  to  trustees  to  preserve  &c. ;  and,  after  the 
decease  of  John  Biddulph,  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  oi 
the  body  of  the  said  John  Biddulph  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  and  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such 
first  son  lawfully  issuing ;  and,  for  default  of  such  issue, 
to   the   use  of  the  second,  third,   fourth,  fifth,   sixth, 


■^  anu  DIB  nrst  ana  otner  eons  m  tan  mate ;  ana, 
e&nlt  of  tach  iseue,  a  corresponding  series  of 
lioM  to  TTiontos,  the  third  son  of  Charles  Biddulpk, 
if  fint  (w  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  and,  for  default 
li  iMoe,  to  the  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth, 
teotb,  and  all  and  every  the  sons  of  the  bodj  of 
otber  CharUt,  in  successive  estates  of  tail  male; 
«  de&alt  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  uid  behoof  of 
I  evei^  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  his  brother 
«  Biddulpk  lawfully  to  he  hegotten,  and  her  and 
leirs  for  ever,  to  tatie  as  tenants  in  common  (if 
fasD  one)  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and,  for  debult 
ti  issue,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter 
inghters  of  his  said  nephew  John  Biddulpk  law- 
>  be  begotten,  and  her  and  tbeir  heirs  for  ever,  to 
I  tenants  in  common  (if  more  than  one)  and  not 
It  tenants ;  and,  for  defiialt  of  such  issue,  corres- 
ig  limitations  in  &vour  of  the  daughter  or  daughters 
DCpbew  (^arlei;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue, 
Mmding  limitations  tn  favour  of  the  daughter  or 
mv  of  his  nephew  TTiomtu ;  and,  in  defouU  of 
■ae,  over  to  other  uses  in  favour  of  the  testator's 

the  case   depended   alone    upon    the   foregoing 


T. 

Lees. 
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1858.  and  that  the  words  ^^for  default  of  such  issue^"  following 
BiDDCLPH  ^^®  devise  to  the  children  and  their  heirs,  would  have 
had  reference  only  to  the  daughters.  The  change  finom 
the  language  used  in  the  limitations  to  the  sons  io  lail 
male,  where  the  strict  technical  words  **  heirs  male  of 
the  body*'  are  used,  to  the  other  technical  language  used 
in  the  limitation  to  the  daughters,  creating  a  fee  sitiipte 
by  the  expression  "  to  their  heirs,"  and  the  division  o| 
the  estate  amongst  the  daughters  and  their  heira  Ai 
tenants  in  common,  seem  strongly  to  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion that,  where  the  male  lines  failed,  the  estate  wmi 
to  go  amongst  the  daughters  as  tenants  in  commoB 
in  fee. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  remembered  thai  ibt 
words  ^*  for  default  of  such  issue"  are  capable  of  being 
explained  by  subsequent  parts  of  the  will;   and  thA. 
they  are  the  same  words  used  with  reference  to  all  lit 
estates  to  the  sons  in  tail  male;  and  that  the  estates  li- 
the daughters  seem  to  be  intended   to  be  limited  ii 
succession.     The  words  as  to  the  sons  in  tail  mslll 
"  severally  and  successively  and  in  remainder  one  after 
another,  as  they  and  every  of  them  shall  be  in  seniori^ 
of  age  and  priority  of  birth,"  are  indeed  more  clear  and 
explicit  than  the  words  used  as  to  the  daugbteis,  by 
which   the  estates   are   limited   first   to  the  respectht 
daughters  of  Charles  the  brother,  and  of  bis  sons,  and 
by  which  it  is  declared  that  ^'  the  daughter  and  daug^uan 
of  the  elder  of  such  after  born  son  and  sons  of  my  and 
brother  Charles  Biddulph  as  aforesaid'*  are  <*  to  tak^  and 
be  preferred  before  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  tin 
younger  of  such  after  born  son  and  sons."     These  pro* 
visions,  however,  would  seem  to  shew  an  intentioD  ilia 
the  daughters  of  each  son  should  take  in  succesnon 


I  would  take  effect,  as,  wbea  one  veatei],  all  the 
I  woaM  be  at  an  end. 

ecoansel  for  the  defendants,  however,  munly  relied 
t  Allowing  prorisioD,  to  be  found  in  a  subsequent 
if  the  will,  whereby  it  is  provided  that,  if,  at  any 
Jmeafter,  all  or  any  of  the  daughter  or  daugbtera 
begotten  by  hia  said  brother  Charht  Biddulph,  or 
wd  nephews  Joftn,  Charles  and  Thomai  Biddulph, 
■ny  or  either  of  such  after  born  son  of  his  said 
f  Ckarlei,  should  enter  into  religion,  and  become 
Kil  nun  or  nuns,  then  and  in  such  esse,  and 
Eately  thereupon,  the  uses  before  limited  and 
ed  as  to  such  the  daughter  or  daughters  of  his 
f  CharUa  Biddulph,  or  of  his  nephews  John  Bid- 

C/uzrle*  Biddulph  and  Thomas  Biddulph,  and  of 
lAer  bom  sons  of  his  brother  Charles  Biddulph,  as 
I  so  enter  into  rell^on  and  become  professed  nun 
DS  as  aibresaid,  should  cease  and  determine,  and 
!•  absolutely  null  and  void,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
whatsoever;  and  that  the  person  or  persons  Tiext 
union  to  tai^,  aecording  to  t/ui  afore  mentioned 
Jkm,  should  immediately  thereupon  enter  into  and 
the  said  manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands  and  pre- 

and  enjoy  the  same,  in  as  full  a  manner,  to  all 
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1858. 


V. 

Lfes. 


It  seems  to  us  impossible  to  reject  this  clause,  or  to 
BiDDULPH  read  it  in  any  other  waj  than  as  shewing  that  the  tes- 
tator declared  that  the  previous  successive  estates  to  the 
daughters  were  to  be  remainders  in  tail.  The  uae  cS 
the  words  **  next  in  reversion,"  and  the  express  proyiuon 
that  such  person  next  in  reversion,  to  take  according  to 
the  afore  mentioned  limitations,  shall,  in  the  event  cS 
one  of  the  daughters  becoming  a  nun,  enter  and  enjoy 
as  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  do  if  the  person  so 
entering  into  religion  had  been  then  dead  without  isme 
of  hiSi  Jier  or  their  body  or  bodieM  as  aforesaid,  seem  to  as 
an  express  interpretation  and  declaration  of  the  meaning 
of  the  preceding  limitations  to  the  daughters. 

And  we  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  those  preceding 
limitations  were  successive  remainders  in  tail,  and  that 
the  daughters  of  Thomas  Biddulph  took  estates  in  tail 
general  only;  and  that  the  plaintiff  iailed  in  this  step 
of  his  title ;  which  put  an  end  to  his  case.  And  our 
judgment  therefore  will  be  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  defendantSi 


Ftbrmarg  4tb, 
18&9.] 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  having  appealed  to  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  the  case  was  aigued  on  a  pre- 
ceding day  {Febntary  3d)  by 

Manisty,  for  the  appellant  (plaintiff  below). 
As  to  the  limitations  preceding  the  shifting  clause. 
The  words,  in  the  plainest  terms,  limit  successive  estates 
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■fd  male  to  the  several  sons  of  the  devisor's  nephews        I8d8. 

iki  existing^  and  to  the  several  after-bom  nephews,      ^      . 

Ml  last  mentioned  nephews  are  to  have,  not,  as  in         ^3; 

ii  case  of  the  existing  nephews,  estates  for  life  with 

Munders  in  tail  male  to  their  issues,  but  estates  in  tail 

■de  ID  the  first  instance.     Then  follow  the  limitations 

Id  the  daughters,  all  daughters  having  been  excluded  in 

Ae  previous  limitations.    The  daughter  of  the  devisor's 

hdier  is  to  take  an  estate  to  her  and  her  heirs  for 

m;  if  such  brother  has  more  daughters  than  one,  they 

wt  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 

tants.  There  are  similar  limitations  as  to  the  daughters 

flf die  first,  second  and  third  existing  nephews ;  and  also 

H  die  daughters  of  unborn  nephews,  which  last  limita- 

tins  are  perhaps  bad  for  remoteness.  It  is  to  be  observed 

iri^  in  the  limitation  of  the  estates  in  tail  male  to  the 

■H^  the  language  is  that  of  successive  limitations; 

ikreas  the  limitations  to  the  daughters  are  alternative. 

Sbppose  that  the  devisor^s  nephew  John  had  left  a  son  and 

idaog^ter,  and  such  son  had  left  a  daughter,  and  JohrCs 

dai|^ter  had  died  without  issue ;  suppose  also  that  Thomas 

U  left  a  daughter  who  had  issue  female  only :  then,  upon 

Ae  fcilure  of  issue  male  of  the  devisor's  nephews,  if  the 

ObCes  limited  to  the  daughters  of  the  devisor's  nephews 

kettates  tail,  the  granddaughter  of  the  more  remote  son 

«oeld  take  in  preference  to  the  granddaughter  ofJohn^ 

who  would  have  no  estate  at  all.     But,  if  the  estates 

Anted  to  the  daughters  be  estates  in  fee  simple,  the  grand* 

daughter  of  John  would  take  as  heir  to  her  aunt,  John^s 

daogfater.  And  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  devisor 

■eaot  to  prefer  the  females  of  elder  branches  to  those 

of  younger  branches.    The  authority  of  the  cases  is  very 

rtruog  in  fiivour  of  construing  ^*such  issue''  to  mean  the 
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1858.  daughters,  and  not  the  issue  of  their  bodies ;  Doe  dn 
BioDULPH  Coniberbach  v.  Perryn  (a)  (decided  in  1789),  Rex  v.  15 
Less  Marquis  of  Stafford  (ft),  Doe  dem.  Litikdale  v.  Smck 
die  {c)y  Foster  v.  Hayes  (d),  Jannan  On  IViUs,  ch.  r 
sect.  3.,  Burton's  Elementary  Compendium,  p.  268  (7l 
ed. ),  PowelVs Essay  on  Devises^  vol.  2,  p.  53 2  ( 3d  ed. )•  Ao 
it  is  manifest  that  this  would  have  been  the  construciio 
of  the  Court  below,  except  for  the  shifting  ckma 
l^Cochbum  C.  J.  Subject  to  what  may  be  said  in  ai 
swer,  you  may  for  the  present  assume  that,  and  disca 
at  once  the  effect  of  the  shifting  clause.] 

The  shifting  clause  is  so  >7orded  that  it  cannot  1 
carried  out :  and  the  true  explanation  seems  to  be  tbi 
suggested  below :  namely,  that  the  devisor  has  attempU 
to  apply  the  same  language  to  life  estates,  estates  tai 
and  estates  in  fee  simple.  What  is  meant  to  be  tb 
consequence  of  a  tenant  for  life,  who  has  a  son,  becomiof 
a  priest  ?  Literally,  the  son's  remainder  in  tail  wooU 
be  destroyed,  because  the  land  is  to  go  over  as  if  thi 
party  becoming  a  priest  had  died  without  issue.  Bu 
that  cannot  possibly  have  been  the  intention.  [fPt/fiom 
J.  Do  you  say  the  clause  has  no  effect  at  all?]  1 
must  affect  only  the  estate  of  the  party  professing.  I 
Dill  V.  Earl  of  Haddington  {e)  there  were  four  event 
bearing  on  the  question  whether  a  sum  of  3000iL  was  t 
be  paid :  the  gift  itself  was  in  clear  terms ;  but  it  wi 
contended  that  a  subsequent  clause  affected  the  meaninj 
Lord  Cottenham  C.  said :  '^  It  is  quite  clear  that  there  wei 
four  events  contemplated."  '^  These  several  provisions^ 
they  had  been  provided  for  in  different  clauses  of  tb 

(a)  3  T.  R.  484.  (6)  7  East,  521. 

(c)  2  B.Sc  Aid.  I2(i.  (d)  4  E.  §•  B,  717  \'2  B.^  B,  27. 

(c)  8  C/.  §•  F.  168.  173. 
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wsitmeot,  woald  no  doabt  have  been  expressed  in  very        1858. 
Iferent  terms  from  those  which  we  find  upon  the  face     Bidddlph~ 
if  lb  deed;  but  the  parties  have  endeavoured  to  express 
'  ooder  one  provision ;  and  from  thence,  as  it  appears 
tome,  has  arisen  the  obscurity.   But  the  mode  of  dealing 
vitb  a  case  of  this  sort  is,  first  of  all,  to  look  at  the  event 
ffUch  has  happened,  and  then  to  see  whether  that  part 
flfthedeed  which  is  in  question  in  the  present  discussion 
itm  or  does  not  embrace  within  itself  the  means  of 
UDertaining  the  intentions  of  the  parties  in  that  parti- 
cnlir  event.     If  that  be  sufficiently  clear,  it  is  not  mate- 
nil  whether  the  other  events,  which  have  not  occurred, 
ve  or  are  not  provided  for  with  a  degree  of  obscurity, 
vUch,  if  those  events  had  happened,  might  have  created 
Maderable  difficulty  as  to  the  construction  of  the  settle- 
■nt"    The  Court  will  not  expound  the  meaning  of 
k  devise  by  a  provision  made  for  events  which  have 
M  ooearred.    The  whole  clause  bears  marks  of  want  of 
CDonderation.    On  the  profession  taking  place,  the  next 
ii  reversion  is  immediately   to  enter:  but  the  party 
infasing  may  have  no  interest  except  as  a  remote 
WMJoder  man ;  so  that  there  may  be  no  one  who  can 
Mir  immediately,  perhaps  no  one  who  ever  can  enter. 
[KBiamM  J.     You  contend  that  the  obscurity  begins 
•der,  '* issue'*  being  used  instead  of  ^Maughters.*'] 
Us  meaning  of  that  word,  so  occurring,  is  not  obscure. 
^  fVBKnu  J.     That  is,  since  the  late  decision  of  Foster 
%  BkjfeM  (a).     Cockbum  C.  J.     The  clause  seems  to 
amme  that,  on  the  forfeiture  of  the  estate  by  the  party 
jsoleaBing,  it  would  not  go  to  the  heir  general.]     It 
wooU  go  to  the  heir  of  the  devisor.    [fVUUams  J.  Then 

(a)  4E.^  B.llli  2K.^  B,  27. 
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1858.        why  is  it  provided  that  the  estate  is  to  go  over  as  if  the 
BiDDULPH     P*'*^y  were  dead  without  issue  ?     If  the  daughter  had  a 

LxEs  ^^^  simple,  what  would  it  signify  whether  she  had  isBue 
or  not?]  The  earlier  part  of  the  clause  would  take 
effect  by  her  estate  ceasing:  the  later  part  is,  in  the 
case  of  the  daughters  at  any  rate,  superfluous  and  un- 
meaning. [Martin  B.  I  have  no  doubt  at  all  but  that 
the  devisor  thought  only  of  the  parties  professing  without 
having  married  at  all.  Bramwett  B.  You  argue  against 
a  particular  construction  on  the  ground  of  consequences 
which  you  say  would  follow  from  it  Is  not  the  probable 
solution,  that  the  devisor  never  thought  of  the  con- 
sequence at  all  ?]  The  fair  result  seems  to  be  that  a 
clause  so  confused  and  contradictory  afibrds  no  assistance 
in  elucidating  the  rest  of  the  devise,  and  cannot  be  used 
as  a  clue  to  the  devisor's  meaning.  The  language  used 
by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  Doe  dem.  LuscanJte 
V.  Yates  (a),  as  to  a  clause  devesting  an  estate  in  the 
event  of  steps  not  being  taken  to  adopt  a  family  name, 
may  be  applied  here :  **  We  are  to  consider,  that  this  is 
a  proviso  introduced  to  defeat  an  estate,  already  vested, 
for  the  breach  of  a  condition  subsequent,  and  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  forfeiture,  and  consequently  that  the  words 
of  it  must,  according  to  general  rules  and  principles,  be 
construed  strictly,  and  effect  must  not  be  given  to  it, 
unless  the  supposed  intention  of  the  testator  be  expressed 
in  plain  and  unambiguous  language.^  In  ThonUdU  v. 
Hall  ip)  the  House  of  Lords  refused  to  allow  an  nn<» 
equivocal  gift  in  one  part  of  a  will  to  be  qualified  by 
the  inference  drawn  from  the  language  of  a  subsequent 
clause  which  was  not  equally  clear  and  decisive.    [Mar^ 

(a;  5  a.  ^  Aid.  544.  504.  (6)  l  CL  Sf  F.  22.  36. 
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Urn  R    That  case  appears  to  me  iDapplicable.     The  de-        1858. 

tHMlants  apply  this  claaae  only  to  shewing  in  what  sense     ^ 

the  devisor  used  his  words.    Cockbum  C.  J.   You  assume        ,  ^• 

diat  the  earlier  part  b  unambiguous.     Now  the  words 

ond  in  the  earlier  part  gave  rise  to  doubts,  which  have 

indeed  been  solved  by  the  decisions :  but  the  decisions 

were  upon  cases  in  which  there  was  no  proviso  like  this 

diifting  clause.     WiUiamM  J.     You   have   clear  words 

piing  the  land  to  the  daughter  and  her  heirs :  then  the 

nde  18  that,  if  the  land  is  to  go  over  in  default  of  heirs, 

dm  is  an  estate  tail.]    In  Doe  dem.  GalUni  v.  GaUim  (a) 

the  Court  said :  '<  The  more  correct  mode  of  stating  the 

rale  of  construction  is,  that  technical  words,  or  words  of 

known  legal  import,  must  have  their  legal  effect,  even 

dioogh  the  testator  uses  inconsistent  words,  unless  those 

noonnstent  words  are  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  it 

pofecdy  clear  that  the  testator  did  not  mean  to  use  the 

todmical  words  in  their  proper  sense."    Lord  Redesdale^ 

in  JmoH  V.  Doe  dem,  Wright  (&),  said :  *^  There  is  such 

i  uriety  of  combination  in  words,  that  it  has  the  effect 

of  pQziling  those  who  are  to  decide  upon  the  construe - 

doQ  of  wills.    It  b  therefore  necessary  to  establbh  rules, 

nd  important  to  uphold  them,  that  those  who  have  to 

idnie  may  be  able  to  give  opinions  on  titles  with  safety. 

From  the  variety  and  nicety  of  distinction  in  the  cases, 

it  is  diflkult,  for  a  professional  adviser,  to  say  what  is 

die  estate  of  a  person  claiming  under  a  will.     It  cannot 

it  this  day  be  argued,  that,  because  the  testator  uses  in 

^'■^  part  of  hb  will  words  having  a  clear  meaning  in 

<•)  5  B  ^  Ad,  6il.  640,  in  Q.  B.  Affirmed,  on  error,  in  Ezch.  Ch. ; 
AK*a  Q^iBud  V.  GidUni,  3  A.  ^  E.  340. 

(^)  )  %A,  1.  56.,  in  Dom.  Proc,  o?erruling  the  judgment  of  K.  B. 
IB  Dmim.  Wrigkt  v.  Jutom,  5  M,  ^  S.  95. 
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1858.  ^^^9  find  ill  another  part  other  words  inconsistent  wit 
BiDDULPH  ^^®  former,  that  the  first  words  are  to  be  cancelled  c 
overthrown."  In  Egerton  v.  Earl  Braumhw  (a)  Lor 
SL  Leonards  lays  down  a  similar  principle.  In  Grey  i 
Friar  {b)  the  effect  of  a  proviso  upon  preceding  word 
was  discussed. 

On  this  day, 

Fleming  appeared  for  the  respondents  (defendani 
below),  but  was  not  called  upon. 

CocKBURM  C.  J.  It  is  unnecessary  to  call  on  tfc 
coimsel  for  the  defendants  to  answer  the  argumen 
which  have  been  uiged  for  the  plaintiff,  as  we  ai 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Coor 
of  Queen  s  Bench  should  be  affirmed.  And,  on  th< 
view  which  we  take,  it  is  also  unnecessary  to  call  upoi 
Mr.  Manisty  for  the  remainder  of  his  argument.  Wbei 
the  will  comes  to  be  looked  at,  although  it  is  true  that 
conformably  with  modem  authorities,  the  remainders  t 
the  daughters  would,  if  the  shifting  clause  were  left  on 
of  consideration,  be  constnied  as  a  fee  simple,  yet  w 
must  take  the  will  as  a  whole,  and  look  at  the  earlic 
part  in  conjunction  with  the  shifting  clause.  It  wi 
argued  that,  independently  of  the  shifting  clause,  th 
words  necessarily  created  a  fee  simple,  and  that  th 
shifting  clause  was  inconsistent,  and  appeared  to  b 
drawn  per  incuriam,  and  that  the  Court  could  give  n 

(a)  \  H.  L,  Co,  1.  209;  in  Dom.  Proc.,  reversing  the  decree  of  Loi 
Crauworth  V.  C.  in  EgtrUm  ▼.  Lord  Brownlow,  1  Sim,  N.  S,  464. 

(6)  4  H.  L.  Ca,  565.,  in  Dom.  Proc.,  affirming  the  judgment  of  t1 
Exch.  Cb.  in  Friar  v.  Grey,  5  Exeh.  597,  which  reversed  the  judgment 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Friar  v.  Grey,  5  Exch,  584. 
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ic|bt  to  it     I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  construe  the        1858. 

d  in  this  waj.    Mr.  ManUty  argued  that,  according     bibdulph 

to  Bodem  authorities,  the  words  ^*  for  default  of  such 

ine^*  80  far  as  independent  of  the  shifting  clause,  must 

k  Uken  to  have  the  meaning  upon  which  he  insists : 

bat  he  oTerlooked  the  fact  that  the  will  was  made  as 

loog  ago  as  1765,  and  that  the  rule  of  law  upon  which 

Ik  relies  is  comparatively  modem :  ipdeed,  so  late  as 

die  case  of  Foster  v.  Hayes  {a\  the  very  eminent  counsel 

viio  was  Solicitor  General,  Sir  Richard  Bethell,  argued 

tbit  this  was  not  the  true  construction.     And,  though 

tke  early  parts  of  the  will,  which  are  skilfully  drawn, 

ttgfat,  if  taken  by  themselves,  be  construed  otherwise 

in  conformity   with  modem   authorities,    it   does  not 

Ubw  that   the  devisor  might  not   mean   to  give   to 

&e  daughters,  not  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  but  one  in 

fce  tail,  though  not  in  fee  tail  male.     I  think  that,  in 

k  main,  the  effect  of  the  authorities  is  that  the  words, 

vhen  they  occur  as  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  will,  give 

t  fce  simple ;  but  they  are  not,  of  themselves,  so  con- 

donrely  binding  as  to  prevent  us  from  coming  to  a 

tterent  conclusion  when  we   take  into  consideration 

Mber  parts  of  the  will  shewing   that  it  was  not  the 

Mition  to  give  a  fee  simple.     That  being  so,  we 

deariy  cannot  give  effect  to  the  shifting  clause  unless 

■t  loppose  the  previous  words  to  give  an  estate  tail. 

lim  therefore  of  opinion  that,  when  we  read  the  earlier 

voids  of  the  will  by  the  aid  of  the  shifting  clause,  we 

anist  construe  them  as  giving  an  estate  tail  general  to 

tbe   daughters.     The    judgment    therefore    must    be 

aflbmed. 

(a)  4  E.^  B.in',2  E.^  B.  27. 
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1858.  Pollock  C.  B.     I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief 

BiDDULPB  Jostice,  and  am  of  opinion,  with  the  rest  of  the  Conit^ 
that  Mr.  Manisty^s  argument  need  not  be  pursued  fbr- 
ther,  since  his  remaining  points  will  not  arise.  I  agieet 
for  the  reasons  assigned  by  my  Lord,  and  in  the  Court 
below.  The  short  point  is,  whether  the  daughters  takes 
an  estate  in  fee  simple  or  in  tail.  And  it  appears  to  mes 
quite  plain,  from  the  manner  in  which  the  clause  relating 
to  the  event  of  the  parties  entering  into  religion  is  drawm:; 
that  the  devisor  imagined  that  the  will  had  not  exhaust^ 
itself  by  giving  a  clear  fee  simple  to  any  one,  but  tl^^ 
some  ulterior  estate  was  left.  The  only  way  to  gb^ 
effect  to  that  is  by  supposing  the  estate  given  to  tbe 
daughters  to  be  one,  not  in  fee  simple,  but  in  tail.  Ai 
the  Lord  (]!hief  Justice  has  put  it,  to  express  the  thiiy 
in  a  narrow  compass,  the  doctrine,  according  to  whieh 
the  words  occurring  are  construed,  was  not,  at  the  time 
when  this  will  was  made,  so  well  settled  as  now.  At  al 
events,  the  expressions  are  equivocal,  and  might  be 
construed  one  way  or  the  other.  But,  when  we  refer 
to  the  shifting  clause,  the  sense  in  which  the  devisor 
has  used  the  words  is  placed  beyond  doubt.  - 

WiLiJAMS  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
assume  the  words  **  for  default  of  such  issue,"  following 
the  devise  to  the  daughters  **  and  their  heirs,"  to  mean, 
according  to  modem  authorities,  **  for  de&ult  of  sacb 
daughters."  But,  although  these  words,  if  unexplained, 
are  to  have  that  meaning,  they  have  no  such  inflexible 
meaning,  but  are  capable  of  being  explained.  The 
shifting  clause  does  explain  them,  so  as  to  lead  us  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  words  here  refer,  not  to  daughters, 
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bat  to  isBoe  of  the  body  of  the  daughters.     When  the        1858. 

duftiDg  dause  is  looked  at,  the  words  admit  of  no  other  biddulp 
explaiuition.     I  think  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of        ^• 
Qoeen's  Bench  fully  unanswerable. 

Habtin  R     I  am  fiilly  of  the  same  opinion.     In 
Tmu  ?.  Wewtworih  (a),  Mr.  Pembertan  Leigh^  the  pre- 
KntLord  Kinffsdawn,  thus  laid  down  the  rule  as  to  the 
ootttmotion  of  a  will     <^In  order  to  determine  the 
■earing  of  a  will,  the  Court  must  read  the  language  of 
tbe  testatcHT  in  the  sense  which  it  appears  he  himself 
attached  to  the  expressions  which  he  has  used,  with  this 
<toaiificadon,  that  when  a  rule  of  law  has  affixed  a  certain 
detenninate  meaning  to  technical  expressions,  that  mean- 
ing most  be  given  to  them,  unless  the  testator  has  by 
b  will  excluded,  beyond  all  doubt,  such  construction. 
When  the  main  purpose  and  intention  of  the  testator 
ve  ascertained  to  the  satis&ction  of  the  Court,  if  par- 
ticQlar  expressions  are  found  in   the  will  which  are 
incoittistent  with  such  intention,  though  not  sufficient 
to  GODtroul  it,  or  which  indicate  an  intention  which  the 
kw  will  not  permit  to  take  effect,  such  expressions  must 
be  discarded  or  modified ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
the  will  shews  that  the  testator  must  necessarily  have 
intended  an  interest  to  be  given  which  there  are  no  words 
in  the  will  expressly  to  devise,  the  Court  is  to  supply 
^defect  by  implication,  and  thus  to  mould  the  language 
of  the  testator,  so  as  to  carry  into  effect,  as  &r  as  possible, 
^  intention  which  it  is  of  opinion  that  the  testator  has 
<A  the  whole  will,  sufficiently  declared."    I  have  read 
^  ^here  so  good  an  enunciation  of  the  law.     Now, 

(«)  1 1  Moort*»  P.  C.  C.  526.  643. 
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1858.        when  this  principle  is  applied  to  the  present  case,  it  is 
clear  that  we  must  aflSrm  the  jadgment  below.   The  will 
begins  by  giving  to  the  devisor's  brother  diaries  for  life ; 
then  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  then 
to  the  said  Charles^B  son,  the  devisor's  nephew  Johuj  for 
life ;  then  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders; 
then  *'  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  fiist  son  of  the  body 
of  my  said  nephew  John  Biddulph  lawfully  to  be  begotten, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  first  son  lawfoUy^ 
issuing.     And,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  the  second^  &c  sons  of  John  successively  and 
the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies.     ^'And,  for  de&ult  of 
such  issue,"  similar  limitations  to  Charles^  the  second  son 
of  the  devisor's  brother  Charles^  and  his  sons.     **  And, 
for  default  of  such  issue,**  similar  limitations  to  TfkamoB^ 
the  third  son  of  the  devisor's  brother  Charles,  and  bis 
sons.     **  And,  for  defkult  of  such  issne,"  to  the  fourth 
and  other  sons  of  the  devisor's  brother  Charles^  to  be 
begotten,   successively  in   tail    male.      The  will    thus 
exhausts  all  the   male   issue  of  the  devisor's  brother 
Charles.     If  the  will  had  stopped  there,  the  argument 
of  Mr.  Manisty  would  have  been  irresistible.     But  it' 
does  not  stop  there :  it  goes  on  to  limit  estates  to  the 
daughters  of  the  devisor's  brother  Charles,  and  to  the 
daughters  of  the  said  Charles*^  sons.  '  "  And,  for  defismlt 
of  such  issue,"  the  remainder  is  limited  to  the  devisor^i 
two  sisters,  Mary  Stonor  and  Ann  Wright^  in  fee,  as 
tenants  in  common.     So  that  apparently,  in  this  part  of 
the  will,  the  devisor  provides  for  all  the  male  descend- 
ants of  his  brother  Charles  (apparently  his  only  brother)^ 
and  then  for  his  brother's  female  descendants,  and  the 
female  descendants  of  his  brother's  sons ;  and  then,  in 
the  event  of  these  all  failing,  the  devisor's  two  sisters  are 


»• 


V. 
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to  be  ownera  in  £de.     Mr.  Manisty*s  argument  was  that,        ]  858. 
upon  the  birth  of  the  daughters  of  Thomas^  after  the   "bidbvlph 
death  of  the  devisor,   the  estate  would  vest  in  such 
dioghterB  in  fee,  and  devest  the  limitations  over.    Apply- 
ing Lord  Kmg9doiwri%  rule,  this  construction  is  so  incon- 
nsteat  with  the  apparent  intention  of  the  testator  that  I 
would  be  content  to  found  my  judgment  on  that.     On 
whit  words  does  Mr.  Mamaty  rely  ?  On  the  words  *^  and, 
fardefiuilt  of  such  issue."    Now  <*  heirs"  includes  issue, 
but  extends  to  a  great  deal  more.     According  to  Mr. 
UmoOj^  we  are  to  interpret  the  words  as  meaning  **  for 
wnt  of  such  daughter  being  born."    I  think  we  cannot 
give  them  that  meaning,  but  must  understand  them  as 
BWttiiiig  <<  for  default  of  heirs  of  the  body."    If,  there- 
faR|  die  will  had  stood  there,  I  should  have  been  pre- 
p>ed  to  give  judgment  for  the  defendants.     But  then 
*e  hive  the  proviso,  that,  in  the  event  of  any  nephew, 
ordiQ^ter  of  the  devisor^s  brother,  or  of  his  nephews, 
beeoaung  priest  or  nun,  the  *'  next  in  reversion*'  is  to 
tike  die  land.     What  is  the  meaning  of  that  ?    It  shews 
thtt,  when  the  devisor  previously  spoke  of  ^*  heirs,"  he 
iBenit^heirB  of  the  body:"  that  is  as  clear  to  me  as  if 
I  fMmd  it  defined  in  an  interpretation  clause ;  as  plain 
M I  thing  can  be.     I  have  not  the  least  doubt  in  the 
vodd.    If  he  had  meant  othen%'i8e,  he  would  have  been 
voddog  a  provision  utterly  repugnant  from  his  former 
limititioD. 

CiowDER  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  I  found 
mj  judgment  entirely  on  the  shifting  clause.  For  I 
diink  we  are  bound  by  Faster  v.  Haye$  (a)  to  hold  that, 

(a)  AB,^B.l\li  2  E.^  B.  27. 
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1868.       if  we  had  not  that  clause,  the  wcwds  **  for  defiiolt  of  such 

BiDDULPH     issue"  must  have  been  understood  as  meanuig  ^for 

Lbb8.        de&ult  of  such  daughters."     But  the  shifting  clause 

shews,   most  satisfiictorily,  that  the  devisor,  by  these 

words,  meant  **  for  default  of  heirs  of  the  body." 

Brahwell  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  I 
would  limit  myself  to  simply  expressing  my  concurrence 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  but  for  this.  The  words 
**  for  default  of  such  issue"  are  ambiguous ;  but  I  think 
they,  of  themselves,  would  not  alter  the  interest  pre- 
viously limited  to  the  daughters  and  their  heirs.  Bat 
the  shifting  clause  shews  clearly  that  the  words  are  used 
by  the  devisor  in  the  sense  of  '*  for  default  of  heirs  of  the 
body."  Mr.  Manuty  argues  that  fix>m  this  construction 
many  consequences  would  follow  which  the  devisor  did 
not  contenplate.  My  reason  for  adding  these  remarks 
is  that  I  wish  to  say  I  consider  this  argument  veiy 
fallacious.  It  is,  I  think,  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the 
devisor  contemplated  all  the  consequences  which  would 
follow  from  the  disposition  which  he  makes.  This  as- 
sumption is  made  in  many  cases  respecting  real  property, 
I  do  not  profess  to  be  very  familiar  with  such  cases: 
but,  in  the  present  case,  such  an  alignment  is  clearly 
fallacious. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


4 

i 
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1858. 


US  Neponuck  Fischer  against    Ladislaus  Saturday, 

Graf  IZATARAY. 

^ATKIN  WILLIAMS^  in  this  Term,  obtained  a  a  commission, 
nile  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  issu^f  in  this 
imiflBion  should  not  issue,  directed  to  the  Imperial  a!^^  to 
I  Pnmncial  Court,  or  any  judge  thereof,  at  Pesth  in  >°<i»^»^"^ 

'  J  iF      o  '  commissioners 

ii^om  of  Hungary^  for  the  purpose  of  examining  to  examine 
nes,  and  why  the  usual  clause,  rendering  the  oath  P^^th,  was 

sent  back, 

iiy,  should  not  be  omitted.  unexecuted, 

\  rule  was  obtained  on  an  affidavit  of  defendant's  AtutHan  em. 
ey  that  a  commission,  addressed  to  individuals  as  g^ncT^hat^ 
inioners  at  Pesthy  had  been  returned  unexecuted,  Goverament 
at  the  deponent  had,  on  application  to  the  Austrian  ^^^  ^^^  Pf™*** 
»y,  been  informed  by  one  of  the  secretaries  of  the  tribunals  of  the 

country  to 

sii  Legation  that  the  commission  ought  to  have  examine  wit- 

nesses  in  /Tun- 

urected  to  the  above  named  Court.  pary.    This 

Court  made 
absolute  a  rule 

i  Campbell  C.  J.  stated  that,  in  consequence  of  commlswon  to 
nunication  between  the  Austrian  Embaflly  and  the  j^Jhc"^;'^**** 
Q  Office  on  this  subject,  he  had  had  an  interview  Pf"*}  ^^J*^ 

■^  Provincial 

le  Austrian  Ambassador,  and  had  learned  that  the  ^urt  at  Petth, 

to  examine  the 

ni  Government  had  caused  it  to  be  returned,  be-  witnesses. 
t  prohibited  the  execution,  in  Hungary ^  of  a  com- 
\  directed  to  individuals,  but  that  no  objection 
)e  made  to  the  execution  of  a  commission  directed 
of  the  Courts  of  that  country. 

\bum  now  shewed  cause.     The  effect  of  making 
[e  absolute  will  be  to  delay  the  plaintiff  indefi- 

&    E.  Y 


V. 
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1858.  nitely.  If  the  commission  issues  to  the  persons  who  a 
YiacBKR  ^^^  judges  of  the  Court,  the  Austrian  Government  m 
not  permit  it  to  be  executed ;  if  it  is  sent  to  the  Coo 
itself,  the  evidence,  when  returned,  will  not  be  admi 
8ible(a).  Stat.  1  fr.4.  c.  22.  s,  4.  authorizes  the  issooi 
of  a  commission  to  any  persons  named  in  the  order,  bi 
not  to  a  tribunal.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  We  are  ill 
formed  by  the  Master  that  a  commission  issued  to  tk 
Royal  Town  Court  of  Berlin  in  a  case  of  The  TM 
Life  Aisurance  Company  ▼•  The  NaUanal  Alliance  Cm 
pany  (i).]  The  order  there,  it  is  understood,  was  Biill 
by  consent  of  the  parties.  The  objection  is  not  meni^ 
on  the  ground  that  the  words  of  the  statute  do  not  antlii 
rize  such  a  commission,  but  substantiaL  The  Court  ir 
Hungary  will  take  the  evidence  according  to  the  nil 
of  Hungarian  law,  which  no  doubt  are  different  frM 
the  English  laws  of  evidence.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  J 
do  not  know  that  the  Hungarian  Court  will  disrqgril 
the  rules  of  English  law  when  acting  in  aid  of  an  En^ 
Court ;  but,  if  any  thing  objectionable  is  admitted  Ij 
them,  it  may  be  objected  to  at  the  trial.]  At  all  eveii 
the  evidence  should  be  upon  oath :  the  form  of  the  oill 
need  not  be  prescribed ;  but  the  rule  as  drawn  up  pio 
poses  to  omit  it  altogether.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  II 
rule  must  be  altered  in  that  respect,  and  by  omitting  dl 
words  **  or  any  judge  thereof.'^  And  the  costs  of  di 
former  commission,  which  has  proved  abortive  withoi 
fault  of  the  plaintiff,  ought  not  to  be  borne  by  him. 

Lush  and  W,  WiUiams  were  not  heard  in  support 
the  rule. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    In  this  case  a  commisnon  h 

(a)  See  C7<^  y.  Stephtnatm^^  A.^E,B01,  7  A.  f  B,  ItS.  16B i  U 
ley  ▼.  Gye,  3  E.^  B.  114.  (6)   Not 
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maedf  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  directed  to        1858. 

iidifidoab  to  take  evidence  in  Hungary ;  and  that  has       fibcher 

jroied  abortiye.     It  appears,  from  the  information  com-     i^taiu.t. 

■imicated  by  the  Austrian  Embassy,  that  the  reason 

m  that  the  Imperial  Government  will  not  permit  a 

aoiintaion  to  be  ezecated  by  individuals,  but  that  it 

wvf  be  ezecated  by  one  of  the  tribunals  of  the  country. 

Then  the  application  is  to  us  to  direct  a  commission  to 

tbe  Imperial  Royal  Provincial  Court  at  Pest/u   We  have 

Doraaion  to  doubt  that  they  will  do  justice;  and  I 

^nk  we  have  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  commission  to  a 

tribunal,  where,  as  in  this  case,  to  refuse  it  would  be  a 

doual  of  justice.     When  the  commission  is  returned,  it 

liHbe  open  to  Mr.  Blackburn  to  object  to  the  reception 

rf  the  evidence  taken  under  it,  either  by  shewing  that 

mNChiiig  objectionable  took  place  before  the  Court  at 

Bath,  or  upon  the  ground  now  taken,  that  we  have  no 

|rii£ction  to  send  a  commission  to  a  tribunal ;  but  in 

tk  Beaotime  it  must  ga    It  is,  however,  very  fair  that 

the  pUntiflTs  costs  occasioned  by  the  abortive  commis- 

M  Aocdd  be  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  the  cause  at  all 

eiemib 

WiOHTMAN,  Erle  and  Ceompton  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

The  role,  as  drawn  up,  was  for  a  commission 
to  issue  **  to  the  Imperial  Royal  Provincial 
Court  at  Peith  in  the  kingdom  of  Hungary, 
for  the  purpose  of  examining  witnesses, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  on  oath ; 
and  that  the  usual  clause,  prescribing  the 
form  of  the  oath,  should  be  omitted  (a)." 

(•)  Tht  rtwninmfftn  was  tent  oatv  but  never  returaed. 

Y  2 
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Saturday^ 
May  8tb. 


A  defendant 
taken  under  a 
ca.  sa.  was,  on 
summons,  dis- 
charged by 
order  of  a 
Judge,  with 
costs,  he  bring- 
ing no  action. 
Held  that  those 
costs  were 
interlocutory 
costs  within 
the  meaning 
of  Reg.  Gen, 
na  16  Viet. 
«.  63. 


a. 

m 


Melville  against  Leesom. 

/^RIFFITS,  in  this  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  Aem 

cause  why  the  plaintifis  should  not  be  at  liberty  HM- .. 
set  off  the  costs  of  two  orders  after  mentioned  agaioiC 
the  judgment  recovered  in  this  action. 

Pollock  C.  B.  had  made  an  order  in  this  cause  tir 
discharge  the  defendant  from  custody  under  a  ca. 
he  bringing  no  action,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should 
the  taxed  costs  of  that  order.    He  afterwards  discharged^^- 
with  costs,  a  summons  to  stay  the  taxadon  of  ihtm^ 
costs. 

On  a  summons  to  deduct  the  costs  from  the  ju 
he  referred  the  matter  to  the  Court 


Piyotti  Serjt.  now  shewed  cause.     To  do  this 
prejudice  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff  *s  attorney.    Reg. 
HiL  16  Vict,  s.  63,  is  that  '*no  set-off  of  damages 
costs  between  parties  shall  be  allowed  to  the  preji 
of  the  attorney's  lien  for  costs  in  the  particular 
against  which  the  set-off  is  sought;   provided 
theless  that  interlocutory  costs  in  the  same  suit,  a^ 
to  the  adverse  party,  may  be  deducted  (a).**    In 
V.  Count  de  Richebourg  (b)  Maule  J.  says,  that  ^  inl 
locutory  costs"  are  all  the  costs  the  right  to  which 
accrued  before  the  final  judgment    [Wightman  J. 
costs  are  in  a  proceeding  in  the  cause,  though 
judgment.     Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     I  should  tlunk 


(a)  \  E,^  B.  xiii. 


(6)  1 1  Com,  B.  447. 
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arts  in  the  suit,  though  not  included  in  the  final  judg-        1858. 
■eDt,  interlocutory  costs.]  Melvillb 


Griffitt  was  not  called  upon  to  support  his  fule. 

PerCuBiAM  (a). 

Rule  absolute. 

(•)  Lord  CampUa  C.  J.,  fftgkiman,  Erk  and  Crompton  Js. 
END  OF  EASTER  TERM. 

^  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  did  not  sit  in  the  Vacation 
following  Easter  Term. 


IffiMORANDUM  OF  EASTER  VACATION. 

h  tb  Vacation,  the  following  Gentlemen,  barristers  at 
law,  were  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif. 

VSKnn  Payne,  of  Grays  Inn,  Esquire,   who  gave 

• 

''Op  with  the  motto  Reverentia  Legum.  (Queen's  war- 
WofllthJJfoy,  1858.) 

^  CrosSf  of  Chray^s  Inn,  Esquire,  who  gave  rings 
^the  motto  In  crucejido.  (Queen's  warrant  of  17th 
%1868.) 

<Ua  Titter,  of  lAncobCs  Inn,  Esquire,  who  gave  rings 
^  the  motto  Et  tenui  telas discreverai  auro,  (Queen's 
•Wtttof  17th  May,  1858.) 

Qkflrfct  PeUrsdarff,  of  The  Inner  Temple,  Esquire, 
•■*  gwe  rings  with  the  motto  Nee  mora,  nee  requies. 
(Uneen's  wanant  of  20th  May,  1858.) 


V. 

Lbesom. 


1868. 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN 


THE  QUEEN'S  BEN( 


IN 


TRINITY     TERM, 

XXI.  VICTORIA. 

The  Judges  who  usually  sat   in  Banc   iu    this 

were: 


Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
Coleridge  J. 


Erlb  J. 
Crompton  J. 


Sattitday, 
May  22d. 


Appleton   Bennett   and    Charles    Fbbi 
Bennett  against  William  Marshall  Irei 


"OIRST  count,  for  money  payable  for  use  of  met 


mills,  cottages,  &c.,  lands,  &c     Second  coi 
accounts  stated 


Bj  agreement 

between  F., 

the  receiver 

appointed  in 

Chancery  for 

lands  and 

bnildings 

thereon,  and  /.,  it  was  recited  that  J,  had  expended  money  in  improring  the  pr 

the  understanding  that  a  lease  thereof  should  be  granted  to  him  on  the  tenns  al 

tioned  (parsoant  to  a  previous  agreement  with  parties  at  that  time  interested] 

sideration  whereof  F,  had  consented  to  enter  into  this  agreement.     And  it  was 

that  F.,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  according  to  his  power,  agreed  will 

to  him,  and  J,  agreed  to  take,  the  land,  with  the  builmngs  thereon  lately  Gonvert 

expence  into  a  mill,  and  other  buildings,  to  hold  for  twenty  one  years  al  leai 

quarterly.     And  it  was  agreed  that,  when  that  agreement  should  have  been  m>ro 

the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  the  Master,  or  if  it  should  be  ascertained  that  teds  saa 

not  necessary,  a  lease  should  be  executed  by  F.  to  J.  (and  a  counterpart  by  X)  i 

terms  in  the  agreement  stipulated,  which  should  contain  covenants  on  the  part  < 


Ireland. 


maiiDer 
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fftu,    I.  PayroeDt  into  Court  of  10/.    2.  (not  now       18S8. 

Beplication.     That  the  10/.  was  not  enough  to  satisfy      ^^  J*^ 
tbe  claim  of  platDtiflk. 
The  particulars  claimed  3U  10«.,  three  quarters*  rent,  ^ent  iiTidmid 

doe  24lh  Jim.,  1856.  STa^'age 

On  the  trial,  before  BramweU  B.,  at  the  Liverpool  ^  JjJ  J*^^ 
Suomer  Assizes,  1856,  it  appeared  that  the  premises  had  ^o  ^^P  ^^® 

**^  *^  premise!  m 

been  the  property  of  Samuel  Barker^  deceased,  who  had  repair,  and  to 

1   .    ,    ,  ,  ,.  deliver  up 

msed  them ;   and  that,  after  his  death,  proceedings  possession  of 
in  Cbsocery  having  taken  place,  George  Femeley  was  «<  and  all  the 
•ppoioted  receiver  in  May,  1846.     In   1848,  another  Si^^»««but 
wceifer  was  appointed  in  lieu  of  George  Femeley :  and,  "ny  buUdtng^ 
in  1M3,  the  present  plaintifis  were  appointed  trustees ;  ^^^^^' 
ind  the  reversion  was  conveyed  to  them  by  deed  of  indorsed,  in 

■^  •'  good  repair, 

SepUmber,  1853.  "damage  by 

_  .  fire  excepted. 

While  Femeley  was  receiver,  he  and  the  defendant  Andtbat, 
executed  an  agreement,  dated  19th  September  1846,  the  should  be 
■uterial  parts  of  which  are  as  follows.  ^'j^t  distrain 

« Memorandum"  &c    «  Between  Georye  Femeley,  of  ^'^^e  *"^ 
ftc,  « of  the  one  part,  and  mUiam  Marshall  Ireland,  ^'')^^l^ 
of  &c.,  «  of  the  other  part."  pai<»-- ,  ^^' 

'  ^       ^  vided  that  the 

"  Whereas  the  said  William  Marshall  Ireland  has  ex-  agreement 

1   ,  -  ,  ,  .        t       •  1  •  •        should  be  in 

pended  350i.,  or  thereabouts,  m  altering  and  improving  all  respecu 
Ae  premises  hereinafter  mentioned,  on  the  faith  and  j^probation  of 
ndeistan^ng  that  a  lease  thereof  would  be  granted  to  chancery  or 
Inn  upon  the  terms  hereinafter  mentioned,  pursuant  to  ^der^Tne^* 

to  endeavour 
to  obtain  such 
approbation :  bat,  if  the  u>probation  were  refused,  the  agreement  to  bo  void. 
i>  sikned  into  powession,  and  erected  new  buildings. 

HiU,  tlui  J.  was  tenant  firom  year  to  year  on  such  terms  as  would  be  inserted  in  a  lease 
ivaiag  the  agreement,  so  far  as  they  were  applicable  to  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 
IWH,  if  aaj  part  of  the  premises  originally  demised  were  destroyed  by  fire,  the  result 
**  be,  not  to  destroy  or  suspend  the  whole  rent,  but  to  entitle  /.  to  a  deduction  from 


^  NM  aeeovfiaig  to  the  proportion  which  the  annual  value  of  the  destroyed  part  bore  to 
al  valoe  of  the  whole:  taking  (dubitante  Crompion  J.)  the  whole  to  be  the  pre* 
origioallj  demitedy  not  as  improved  by  subsequent  additions  made  by  J, 
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IStSS.       ^"  agreement  with  Robert  Bennett^  the  trustee  and  exe- 
Bbbkktt     cutor  of  Samuel  Barker,  Esquire,  deceased,  prior  to  the 
appointment  of  the  said  G.  Femeley  as  receiver  in  the 
suit  Whitehead  v.  Bennett :  in  consideration  whereof  the 
said  G.  Femeley  hath  consented  to  enter  into  the  agree- 
ment hereinafter  contained :    These  presents  therefore 
witness  that  he,  the  said  (7.  Femeley^  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  and  according  to  his  power  and  autho- 
rity, and  so  far  as  he  can  or  lawfully  may,  hereby  agrees 
with  the  said  W.  M,  Ireland  to  let  to  him,  and  the  said 
W,  M.  Ireland  hereby  agrees  with  the  said  G.  Femeley 
to  take  from  him,  all  those  plots  of  land  situate"  &c., 
"  with  the  buildings  thereon  (lately  converted,  at  the 
expence  of  the  said  W.  M.  Ireland,  into  a  cotton  weaving 
mill),  with  stable  and  two  cottages,  particularly  delineated 
and  described  in  the  plan  thereof  hereupon  endorsed, 
together  with   all   rights,  privileges  and  appurtenances 
to  the  premises   belonging  or  appertaining;    reserving 
nevertheless"  &c.  (right  of  way,  described) :  "  To  hold 
the  same  premises  for  the  term  of  twenty  one  years,  to 
be  computed  from  the  24th  day  of  June  last,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  42/.,  payable  to  the  receiver  or  owner  for 
the  time  being  of  the  said  premises,  quarterly,  on  the 
25th  Marchy  24th  June,  29th  September  and  25th  Decern-- 
ber;  the  next  payment  thereof  to  become  due  on  the 
29th  day  of  September  next     And  it  is  hereby  further 
agreed  that,  when  this  agreement  shall  have  been  ap- 
proved of  by  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  the  Master, 
as  hereinafter  provided  for,  or  it  shall  be  ascertained  that 
such  sanction  is  not  necessary  or  required,  a  lease  of  the 
said  mill  and  premises  shall  be  forthwith  executed  by 
the  said  G.  Femeley,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  to 
the  said  W,  M,  Ireland,  his  executors,  administrators  or 
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imgiu^  for  the  period   and   under   the   terms   herein         1858. 
ttipohted ;  and  a  coanterpart  thereof  by  the  said  ff^.  M,      bennbtt 
hdad.     And  that  sach  lease  and  counterpart  shall      .    ^- 

^  Ireland. 

eoDtain  coveDants,  on  the  part  of  the  s^id  W.  M.  Ireland, 

ik  executors^  admiDistrators  and  assigns,  to  pay  the  said 

not  in  manner  before  mentioned,  damage  by  fire  excepted. 

Abo^  during  the  said  term,  to  maintain  and  keep  the 

■id  premises  in  good  repair,  order  and  condition,  except 

the  main  walls,  roo&,  principal  timbers  and  outside  of 

the  aid  buildings.     Also  to  deliver  up  the  possession  of 

the  flame  premises,  and  all  the  present  additions,  altera- 

tiooB  and  improvements,  to  and  in  the  same,  but  not 

induding  any  buildings  not  shewn  on  the  said  plan,  in 

good  order,  repair  and  condition,  damage  by  fire  excepted. 

Abo  to  permit  the  receiver  and  owners  for  the  time 

being  to  inspect  the  said  premises  twice  in  every  year, 

vidi  or  without  workmen  and  others,  and  to  complete 

ttd  finish  all  reasonable  repairs  and  reparations  then 

ttd  there  found  within  three  months  after  notice  in 

vridng  firom  such  receiver  for  that  purpose.     The  said 

kite  flhall  also  contain  a  proviso  for  reentry  on  the  said 

pRmises  in  case  the  said  rent  shall  at  any  time  he  in 

viear  by  the  space  of  twenty  one  days  after  the  same 

dull  become  due,  and  there  shall  be  no  suflScient  distress. 

And  it  is  hereby  agreed  that,  until  such  lease  shall  be 

pttted,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  receiver  and  owners  for 

the  time  being  of  the  said  premises  to  distrain  for  all  or  any 

P>tof  the  rent  hereby  agreed  to  be  paid."  Ireland  to  be  al- 

Wd  lOOL  in  consideration  of  the  expence  he  had  been  at 

"Provided  always,  that  this  agreement  is  and  shall  be  in 

<D  respects  subject  ta  the  approbation  of  Her  Majesty's 

High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  the  Master  appointed  by 

"^  Court  in  the  aforesaid-  cause ;  the  said  G.  Ferneley 
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1858,  hereby  undertaking  to  use  his  utmost  endeavoars  to  pro 
"^BiHKBTT  ~  ^^^  ^"^^  approbation  at  the  earliest  practicable  period 
T  ^'  ^  hut,  in  case  the  said  Court  or  the  said  Master  shall  refos 
such  application^  and  shall  insist  upon  such  premiac 
being  relet,  then  this  agreement,  and  every  clause  herei 
contained,  and  every  right  or  claim  arising  in  respc^ 
thereof,  at  law  or  in  equity,  shall  be  void  and  of  n 
effect." 

The  defendant  entered  into  possession  of  the  premia 
mentioned  in  the  agreement,  and  erected  new  building 
there.  Part  of  the  buildings  originally  demised  con- 
sisted of  a  mill,  which  was  burnt  down  in  October,  1855 
The  mill  had  not  been  rebuilt.  The  counsel  for  tii€ 
defendant  contended  that,  under  the  agreement,  thii 
wholly  did  away  with  or  suspended  the  defendtnt^ 
liability  for  rent:  or,  at  any  rate,  that  a  deducdod 
should  be  made  from  the  rent,  which  should  bearthi 
same  proportion  to  the  whole  rent  as  the  annual  valiii 
of  the  building  destroyed  by  fire  bore  to  the  anniuu 
value  of  the  whole  property  originally  demised.  Thi 
counsel  for  the  plaintifiis  contended  that  the  deducticm 
if  any,  should  bear  only  the  same  proportion  to  thi 
whole  rent  as  the  annual  value  of  the  building  destroyec 
bore  to  the  annual  value  of  the  whole  property  as  im 
proved  by  the  additional  buildings  which  the  defendan 
had  erected.  The  jury  found  that  the  annual  value  a 
the  building  destroyed  was  three  eighths  of  the  annitf 
value  of  the  property  originally  demised,  correspondim 
therefore  to  15/.  158,  out  of  the  422.  It  was  agreed  tfaa'i 
if  only  a  proportional  deduction  were  allowed,  the  vec 
diet,  on  the  principle  of  proportion  suggested  for  the. 
defendant,  was  to  be  reduced  to  SL  9s. ;  but,  on  th- 
principle  suggested  for  the  plaintifis,  to  9L  lOi.;  ana 
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dii^  if  Qo  deduction  were  allowed,  the  verdict  should        1858. 
be  fiv  18/.  14«.    The  learned  Judge  directed  the  verdict      Bmmm 
to  be  entered  for  the  18/.  14#.,  leave  being  reserved  to 
mote  m  after  mentioned 

In  last  HQarjf  Term  (the  time  for  moving  having 
been  leyend  times  enlaiged,  in  consequence  of  certain 
proeeedings  in  Chancery),  KnowUij  for  the  defendant, 
obtuned  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintifis  to  shew  cause 
whj  a  ferdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant, 
or  a  noDsait,  **  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  agreement, 
tbe  payment  of  vent  was  to  be  suspended  until  the 
pUntifi  repaired  the  premises  destroyed  by  fire:"  or 
whj  tbe  damages  should  not  be  reduced  to  9/.  10«.,  or 
U  Si.,  ^  on  the  ground  that,  if  the  rent  was  payable  at 
•B, defendant  was  only  liable  to  pay  an  apportionment; 
nd  that,  in  ascertaining  the  apportionment,  the  build- 
inp  erected  by  the  defendant  after  the  agreement  ought 
not  to  have  been  considered*" 

Bigk  HUl  and  TcmKMon  now  shewed  cause.  The 
defendant  contends,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  terms 
onder  which  he  held,  to  be  collected  fix>m  the  agree- 
ment, are  that  the  rent  is  not  to  be  paid  at  all,  for  any 
pirt  of  the  premises,  if  any  be  damaged  by  fire.  If  the 
oeepcion,  ''damage  by  fire  excepted,"  had  not  occurred, 
die  tenant  would  have  been  liable,  in  an  action  for  use 
nd  occnpation,  for  the  whole  rent,  whatever  proportion 
of  the  property  had  been  destroyed  by  fire ;  Izon  v. 
Gnfoa  (a).  Here  it  is  not  clear  that  the  exception  for 
the  case  of  fire  applies  at  all  to  the  time  intermediate 
between  tbe  occurrence  of  the  fire  and  the  next  quarter 

(a)  5  N€w  Co,  601. 
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1858.  d^y*  Further,  the  agreement  is  to  be  in  all  respects 
Benmbtt  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the  (?ourt  of  Chancery  or 
Ibelahd.  *^®  Master.  The  whole  or  any  part  of  the  rent  agreed 
to  be  paid  may  be  distrained  for  until  a  lease  is  granted. 
The  terms  of  the  lease  would  be  settled  by  the  Master, 
who  would  treat  the  stipulations  in  the  agreement  merely 
as  heads  from  which  the  lease  was  to  be  framed;  and 
he  would  bear  in  mind  that  the  reversion  is  held  in 
trust.  A  covenant  for  insurance  by  the  tenant  would 
be  inserted.  And,  if  any  abatement  were  made  upon 
the  contingency  of  fire,  it  would  at  any  rate  be  only  to 
the  extent  of  the  damage  done.  The  Court  of  Chancery 
never  would  direct  the  execution  of  a  lease  containing 
a  stipulation  that,  upon  the  occurrence  of  any  damage 
by  fire,  however  slight,  the  whole  rent  was  to  cease,  the 
land  still  remaining,  as  it  would,  in  the  tenant*s  posses- 
sion. Probably  it  would  be  provided  that,  if  the  premises 
became  totally  uninhabitable,  the  whole  rent  should  be 
suspended.  The  common  form,  suspending  a  propor- 
tionate part  of  the  rent  upon  injury  by  fire,  is  given  in 
4  Bi/thewood*8  Selection  of  Precedents  {2 A  ed.,  by  Jarman) 
425,  Leases,  and  in  Flait's  Treatise  on  Leases,  voL  2, 
Appendix,  p.  693.  Then,  if  the  abatement  is  to  be 
proportionable,  what  rule  of  proportion  is  to  be  applied  ? 
It  is  found  that  three  eighths  of  the  value  of  the  pre- 
mises, as  originally  let,  are  destroyed.  But  the  propor- 
tion should  be  taken  between  the  value  of  the  part 
destroyed  and  that  of  the  part  remaining  uninjured  and 
occupied ;  and  this  latter  includes  the  value  of  the  new 
buildings,  just  as  an  increase  of  value  by  improved 
cultivation  would  be  taken  into  account  The  whole 
rent,  in  law,  issues  out  of  every  part  The  agreement 
contemplates  additions  to  be  made  by  the  tenant 
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^moktand  W.  R.  CoUy  contriL  The  qaestion  must  1858. 
be  determined  by  looking  to  the  particular  instrument ;  Bemnktt" 
no  weight  can  be  attached  to  precedents  in  other  cases.  ikeIIho. 
The  party  letting  is  here  not  an  ordinary  landlord,  but 
imere  receiver;  and  it  was  not  to  be  expected  that  he 
should  bind  himself  to  repair.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
teDant,  as  the  party  letting  was  not  bound  to  repair, 
would  naturally  require  some  stipulation  for  himself, 
lecurii^  the  repfdr.  This  was  done  by  suspending  the 
lent  during  the  continuance  of  damage  by  fire :  by  this 
it  became  the  interest  of  the  lessor  to  repair:  and, 
although  the  effect  would  be  that  the  whole  rent  might 
be  auspended  on  the  occurrence  of  a  trifling  damage, 
jet  this  would  naturally  make  it  more  desirable  and 
loore  easy  for  the  lessor,  by  a  trifling  expence,  to  re- 
entitle  himself  to  the  rent  The  note  (t)  on  the  passage 
ated  from  4  Byihewood  and  JarmaiCs  Selection  of  Prece* 
<bi(i,  426,  shews  the  way  in  which  parties  may  seek  to 
secure  themselves  firom  a  neglect  to  repair,  and  the 
difficulty  of  fixing  a  proportion.  There  is  in  this  agree- 
ment the  unusual  provision  for  the  tenant  to  deliver  up 
^  premises  in  good  repair,  ^^  damage  by  fire  excepted." 
[TWouofi.  It  is  by  no  means  unusual.]  If,  however, 
^  abatement  is  to  be  only  proportional  to  the  damage, 
1^  is  clear  that  the  smaller  sum  is  that  for  which  the 
verdict  is  to  be  entered  up.  The  calculation  of  the  rent 
tt  made,  not  upon  the  property  as  afterwards  increased 
by  the  defendant's  additions,  but  upon  that  which  was 
d^miaed  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  agreement.  The 
'^^Bee  was,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  agreement,  not 
to  be  boond  to  render  up  in  good  repair  the  additional 
b^uldinp  which  he  should  erect 
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1858.  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    The  only  real  qaestion  is, 

BsNNBTT  whether  the  damages  are  to  be  reduced  to  9/.  lOt.  or  to 
IrsiInd  ^^  ^^  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defendant  was 
tenant  from  year  to  year,  and  that  he  holds  on  the 
terms  of  the  agreement,  so  fiur  as  those  terms  are  appli- 
cable to  a  lease  from  year  to  year.  Now  the  stipulation 
which  we  are  to  consider  is  as  much  applicable  to  a 
lease  fix>m  year  to  year  as  to  a  lease  for  a  term  of  scTeral 
years.  I  think  it  means  that  the  tenant  is  to  pay  the 
rent  named ;  but  that  he  is  to  have  the  advantage  of  a 
reduction,  from  year  to  year,  of  the  amount  accruing 
fix>m  damage  by  fire.  But  it  would  be  a  very  unreason- 
able  construction  to  say  that  the  whole  of  the  rent  was 
to  be  suspended  for  any  damage,  however  small.  It  is 
said  that  the  lessor  here  is  only  a  receiver.  That  cannot 
vary  the  case :  he  represents  the  owner.  The  exception 
of  damage  fit>m  fire  must  mean  an  abatement  in  respect 
of  such  premises  as  can  no  longer  be  applied  to  the 
occupation  intended  by  the  lessor.  The  only  question 
therefore  is,  whether  in  ascertaining  the  proportion  we 
are  to  take  in  the  new  buildings.  On  the  whole,  I 
think  these  must  be  excluded.  They  are  additional 
property  which  the  lessee  was  not  bound  to  keep  in 
repair.     The  reduction  must  therefore  be  to  3L  9«. 

CoLEBiDOE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  agree- 
ment was  to  be  carried  into  efiect  by  a  lease  artificially 
drawn:  till  that  was  done,  the  tenant  would  hold  on 
the  terms  which  would  be  introduced  in  such  a  lease  so 
far  as  they  would  be  applicable  to  a  tenancy  fix>m  year 
to  year.  What  then  would  be  the  reasonable  mode  <^ 
carrying  the  agreement  into  efiPect  ?  Reasonably  the 
lease  would  be  so  framed  as  to  suspend,  not  the  whdle 
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n^  if  a  partial  damage  only  were  done^  but  a  proper-  isss. 
ikul  part  The  only  question  then  ia  as  to  the  rule  of  bbhhbtt 
fnportion.  Now,  looking  at  the  payment  of  rent,  to 
ike  lenee^s  covenant  to  repair  and  give  up  in  good 
wffu  at  the  end  of  the  lease,  and  to  the  provision  that 
tke  boildings  to  be  added  by  the  tenant  need  not  be 
gwk  op  in  good  repair,  I  think  these  are  to  be  cast  out 
flfeooiideration. 

EUii  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  tenant  is 
toltoldon  the  terms  of  a  lease  which  would  carry  out 
&e  agreement.  Looking  at  the  few  words  which  raise 
&e  qoestion,  I  think  the  abatement  is  to  be  in  propor- 
tioD  to  the  damage  done  by  fire.  As  to  the  buildings 
1^  by  the  tenant,  they  seem  to  me  to  be  rather  in 
^  coodition  of  property  of  the  tenant,  and  to  be  left 
out  of  the  consideration;  and  it  therefore  seems  that  the 
poportion  is  to  be  estimated  on  the  property  as  it  was 
^  the  time  of  the  demise. 

CaoMPTON  J.    It  is  conceded  in  the  argument  that 

*  

■  lome  way  the  rent  is  to  be  suspended*.   The  first 

fKitioD  is,  whether  all  is  to  be  suspended  upon  the 
^Bcorrence  of  partial  damage.     If  we  look  at  the  words 
fliljywe  find  nothing  about  suspending  the  rent:  the 
vords^  if  taken  literally,  would  do  away  with  rent  alto- 
pdier.    That  cannot  be  the  meaning.    The  fair  mean- 
it  ii^  that  the  tenant  is  to  pay  in  proportion  to  what 
k  can  occupy.    Ton  must  put  a  sensible  meaning  upon 
Ae  agreement,  and  consider  how  the  words  would  be 
anried  out :  and  that  we  may  clearly  see  by  the  words 
of  the  precedent  cited  irom  Bjfthewood  and  Jarman.    As 
to  the  other  point,  I  still  entertain  a  doubt  whether  the 
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proportion  ought  not  to  be  estimated  with  respect  to  all 
the  premises  as  in  their  present  condition.  My  brother 
Erie  suggests  that  the  new  buildings  may  be  considered 
as  the  tenant's  property,  like  tenant's  fixtures.  That 
may  be  so:  yet  I  cannot  clearly  find  it  in  the  agree- 
ment. If  those  additional  buildings  were  destroyed  by 
fire,  could  the  landlord  recover  the  whole  rent  before 
they  were  rebuilt  ?  The  language  of  the  agreement  as 
to  the  repair  certainly  weakens  the  argument  for  the 
plaintiffs.   I  can  only  say  I  entertain  considerable  doubc 

Rule  absolute,  to  reduce  the 
damages  to  ZL  9s. 


Saturday, 
May  22d. 


Preston  against  Peeke. 


In  an  action      'T'HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that,  in 

between  -^.  X  .  . 

and  B.,  it  be-  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would,  as  defendant's 

came  a  qaes- 

tion  whether  agent,  and  at  his  request,  distrain  certain  chattels,  fix- 

becfTfecovered  tures  and  efiects,  then  being  in  and  on  a  certain  messuage 

Mtionllr^^  or  dwelling  house  then  in  the  possession  of  a  tenant  of 

^.  by  a  third  defendant,  for  an  arrear  of  rent  of  and  for  the  same,  by 

party  in  re-  ^  '    *» 

spectof  certun  defendant  alleged  to  be  then  due  and  owinir  to  him  firom 

acts.     A,,  to  ®  ® 

prove  the  aflKr-  the  said  tenant,  the  defendant  promised  plaintiff  to  in- 

■native,  pro- 
duced the  demnify  and  save  harmless  plaintiff  from  all  dami^pes^ 

previoos  action,  costs,  charges  and  expences  to  be  by  him  sustained  by 

«>ttnts  on  dif.    reason  of  his  so  distraining  as  aforesaid.     That  plaintiff 

ferent  causes 

of  action,  one 

count  only  being  on  the  acts  now  in  question.  The  damages  were  entered  on  all  the  coimti» 

and  damages  entered  generally  on  all.     Evidence  was  then  received  that  the  dansaget  had 

in  fact  been  given  for  the  matters  in  the  one  count  only.     Held,  that  such  evidence  was 

receivable,  as  explaining  the  former  record,  and  not  contradicting  it. 

Although,  according  to  the  evidence,  it  appeared  that  in  the  previous  action  the  vcfdict 
on  one  of  the  other  counts  ought  to  have  been  for  the  then  defendant. 


r. 
Peeke. 
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aeoordinglj,  in  a  lawful  and  proper  manner,  distrained        1858. 
4e  nid  chattels,  fixtures  and  effects  for  the  aforesaid      PaESTon 
loit    And  that  afterwards,  by  reason  thereof,  an  action 
m  brought  against  him  for  so  doing ;  and  he  was  put 
to  difera  costs,  charges  and  expences  therein,  to  wit  for 
md  in  respect  of  the  damages,  costs,  charges  and  ex- 
pellees recovered  against  him  in  such  action,  being  an 
iciioD  brought  in  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts 
ipiost  plaintiff  on  account  of  the  said  distress.     And 
tU  things  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  such  indemnity  as  afore- 
end,  and  to  sustain  this  action,  had  before  suit  happened 
nd  existed.    Tet  defendant  hath  not  in  any  way  in- 
demnified plaintiff:  and  thereby  he  hath  lost  the  amount 
of  the  add  damages,  costs,  charges  and  expences,  amount- 
ing (to  wit)  to  200/. 
The  pleas  now  niaterial  were  the  following. 
3.  ''That  an  action  was  not  brought  against  the  said 
pbintiflp,  nor  was  he  put  to  divers  costs,  charges  and 
expences  therein,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  said  first 
eount"  &c. 

<{*  **  That  the  said  damages,  costs,  charges  and  ex- 
peoces,  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  were  recovered 
V^  the  said  plaintiff  for  having  broken  and  entered 
"Kiiid  premises,  and  continued  therein  for  divers  days, 
^  severed  and  cut  away  a  bar  counter  and  fittings,  bar 
^  gas  fittings,  shelves,  beer  engines,  and  other  fixtures, 
tf  the  then  plaintiff,  then  being  affixed  thereto,  and 
"'Bung  part  thereof,  and  carried  away  the  same,  and 
^^iD^med  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  wrongfully 
deprived  the  then  plaintiff  of  the  use  and  possession 
'nereof,  and  broke  to  pieces  and  injured  the  walls,  floors 
^  other  parts  of  the  said  premises :  and  the  defendant 
'^ther  taith  that  the  said  damages,  costs,  charges  and 

Bi  B.  &   B,  Z 
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1858.  expences  were  not  recovered  for  anything  that  had  been 
P^BSTOH  ^^^®  *°  *  lawful  and  proper  manner  by  the  said  plainti^ 
Peekb.  und^i'  ^^^  authority  of  the  said  defendant,  on  account  ci 
the  said  distress :  and  the  defendant  further  saith  that 
the  plaintiff  broke  and  entered  the  said  premises,  and 
continued  therein,  and  cut  away  the  said  bar  counter 
and  fittings,  bar  and  gas  fittings,  shelves,  beer  engtnea 
and  other  fixtures  of  the  then  plaintiff,  and  carried  away 
the  same,  and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and 
wrongfully  deprived  the  then  plaintiff  of  the  use  and 
possession  thereof,  and  broke  to  pieces  and  injured  the 
walls,  floors  and  other  parts  of  the  said  premises,  without 
the  knowledge,  sanction  or  authority  of  the  said  defendant 
6.  ^'That  the  said  damages,  costs,  charges  and  ex- 
pences, in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  were  recovered 
against  the  said  plaintiff  for  having  broken  and  entered 
the  said  premises,  and  continued  therein  for  divers  day% 
and  severed  and  cut  away  a  bar  counter  and  fittings,  bar 
and  gas  fittings,  shelves,  beer  engines,  and  other  fixtures 
of  the  then  plaintiff,  then  being  fixed  thereto,  and 
forming  part  thereof,  and  carried  away  the  same,  and 
converted  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  wrongfully 
deprived  the  then  plaintiff  of  the  use  and  possessioo 
thereof,  and  broke  to  pieces  and  injured  the  walls,  floon 
and  other  parts  of  the  said  premises :  and  the  defendant 
further  saith  that  the  said  damages,  costs,  charges  and 
expences  were  not  recovered  for  anything  that  had  been 
done  in  a  lawful  and  proper  manner  by  the  said  plaintiff 
under  the  authority  of  the  said  defendant  on  account 
of  the  said  distress.  And  defendant  further  saith  that 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  promises  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  distress  in  the  declaration  mentioned. 


r  the  then  plamtiff,  and  to  carry  away  the 
to  eoDTert  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  to 
le  then  [daintiff  of  the  use  and  poasesflioD 
od  to  break  to  pieces  and  injure  the  walls, 
other  parts  of  the  said  premises,  under  or  by 
MD  accoont,  of  the  said  distress." 
a  these  pleas  (and  other  issues  not  now  ma- 

irial,  before  Erie  J.,  at  the  Lmdon  Sittings  after 
»  Term,  1857,  it  appeared  that  the  pluntiff 
]  certain  fixtures,  which  the  defendant  had 
■t,  and  for  which  seizure  plaiotiEF  had  con- 
indemoify  defendant.  To  prove  the  allega- 
jo  the  action  brought  s^aiast  the  plaintiff, 
Sered  in  evidence  the  record  and  poatea  in  an 
u^t  in  the  Exchequer  by  WiUon,  the  owner 
emises  distrained  upon,  against  the  present 
ad  othenL  There  were  three  counts  in  that 
lie  first  count  was  for  breakii^  and  entering 
plaintiff's  bouse,  and  severing  and  cutting 
UD  fixtures  there,  namely,  a  bar  counter  and 
IT  and  gas  fittings,  Selves,  beer  engines,  aud 
ma,  and  carrying  away  and  converting  them 
og  the  walls,  floors,  &c     The  second  count 


V. 

Peeks. 
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1858.  ^^^  plaintiff  on  all  the  counts,  with  damages  for  661, 
PRESTON  catered  generally,  and  costs.  At  the  close  of  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff's  case,  Erie  J.  inquired  as  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  previous  verdict  was  found: 
when  a  witness,  Terry,  who  was  managing  clerk  to  the 
attorney  in  the  previous  action,  stated  that  Martin  B., 
who  tried  that  action,  expressed  an  opinion  that  there 
was  no  right  to  seize  certain  of  the  fixtures  mentioned 
in  the  first  count;  that,  as  to  the  second  count,  it  was 
useless  to  proceed  with  it,  as  there  could  only  be  nominal 
damages  upon  it ;  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  as  to 
the  third  count.  The  counsel  on  both  sides  concurred 
in  requesting  Martin  B.  to  fix  the  damages:  and  he 
accordingly  named  65/.  as  the  value  of  the  fixtures 
which  he  considered  to  be  illegally  seized.  The  witness 
added  that,  strictly  speaking,  the  entry  of  the  verdict 
should  have  been  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  second, 
counts,  with  damages  65iL  on  the  first  count,  and  1#.  oo. 
the  second,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  third  count* 
Erie  J.  left  this  evidence  to  the  jury ;  who  found  a  verdidt 
for  the  plaintiff,  for  150il  damages. 
In  last  Hilary  Term, 

Edward  James  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff 
to  shew  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had,  **  ca 
the  ground  of  improper  reception  of  evidence,  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  that  the  postea  on  the  Nisi  priitt 
record  in  Wilson  v.  Preston  and  others  was  improperlj 
entered."  (He  also  moved  on  the  ground  that  the 
judgment  roll  should  have  been  produced :  but  on  thk 
no  rule  was  granted.) 

Cleasby  now  shewed  cause.     The  objection  appeare 
to  be  that  the  parol  evidence  received  contradicted  the 
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in  JVibon  v.  Preston.     But  it  does  not  so:  it  is        1858. 

fofccdy  consistent  with  that  record,  which  it  explains ;      Pbkston 

ad  to  this  there  is  no  legal  objection.     The  evidence       ykkke. 

d  Terry  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  what  the 

■bject  matter  of  the  claim  was  in  respect  of  which  the 

icv&t  was  (band :   a  point  upon  which  the  record, 

boked  at  bj  itseli^  gives  no  information.     In  Seddon  v. 

IWpp  (a)  an  action  was  brought  on  a  promissory  note 

■d  tx  goods  sold :  the  defendant  suffered  judgment 

ijf  de&ult :  and  the  plaintiff,  on  the  execution  of  the 

irit  of  inquiry,  gave  evidence  only  as  to  the  promis- 

Mynote,  and  took  damages  for  that  only.     He  after- 

Mb  sued  for  the  goods  sold;  and  it  was  held  that, 

diewing  the  above  &cts,  he  was  entitled  to  the 

on  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered  in  respect  of 

Giiise  of  action  declared  for  in  the  second  suit     It 

Cme  that  the  witness  here  stated  that  the  verdict  in 

fcrmer  case  was  inaccurately  entered :  that,  however, 

no  part  of  the  case  of  the  present  plaintiff,  who  does 

rely  upon  any  real  or  supposed  inaccuracy  in  the 

Imer  record.     On  moving,  Reed  v.  Jackson  (b)  was 

i£ed  upon.     There  the  evidence  rejected  was  brought 

fcr  die  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  former  verdict  was 

itely  entered :  and  so,  no  doubt,  if  it  had  been 

of  the  present  plaintiff's  case  that  the  former  verdict 

inaccurately  entered,  the  evidence  offered  would  not 

been  receivable :  but  that  is  not  so. 

Edaoard  James  and  Stammers,  contra.     The  indemni- 
[intioo  was  of  course  only  in  respect  of  lawful  acts  of 
;'Ae  plaintiff:  it  became  therefore  a  question,  in  this 

(a)  6  T,  R.  607.  (6)   1  Ea»t,  355. 
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]  858.        action,  whether  the  previous  verdict  had  been  recovered 
Prbstoh      i"^  respect  oi  lawful  acts-     Now  the  record  shewed  a 
Peeu       recovery  partly  in  respect  of  unlawful  acts.     [JBrfe  J. 
The  indemnity  was  shewn  to  have  been  given  in  respect 
of  seizing  particular  articles.]     It  appears  by  the  pre- 
vious record  that  the  present  plaintiff  wrongfully  sdd 
the  goods  seized  without  notice.     That  was  complained 
of  by  the  second  count    There  was  a  distinct  complaint 
in  the  third  count.     [Cromptan  J.     We  most  suppose 
that  some  damages  were  given  in  respect  of  each  connt: 
the  question  is,  how  much  for  each  ?]     In  3  Starki^s 
Evidence^  768  (3d  ed.),  the  rule   is  thus  laid  down: 
*^  The  principle  on  which  evidence  is  received  to  explain 
mistakes  in  matters  of  contract  between  private  persons^ 
does  not  extend  to  the  admission  of  evidence  to  sheir* 
that  a  mistake  or  alteration  has  been  made  in  records  ^ 
those  memorials  having  been  made  and  kept  under  tlM^ 
immediate  authority  of  the  law,  and.  by  officers  in  whooKn 
confidence  is  for  that  purpose  reposed,  it  is  to  be  confer— 
eluded  that  they  have  been  correctly  made,  and  fiutliK.— 
fully  preserved."    Now  here,  in  effect,  the  object  of  tl»  ^ 
evidence  was  to  shew  that   the  damages  were  give- 
exclusively  on  the   first  count.     [Lord  Campbell  C. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  evidence  was  admissible^ 
That  cannot  depend  upon  the  answer  which  the  witness 
gave  to  the  questions  asked.]   The  proper  coarse  for  the 
plaintiff  was  to  get  the  postea  amended  from  the  notes 
of  the  Judge  who  tried  the  case.     In  Bamsbottam  ?. 
Buckhurst  (a)  Lord  Ellenborough  said :  "The  judgment 
roll  imports  incontrovertible  verity  as  to  all  the  proceed- 
ings which  it  sets  forth."    Rex  v.  Carlisle  (b)  is  a  strtnig 

(a)  2M.  ^  S.  565.  567.  (6)  2  B.  ^  Ad.  362. 
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iiMtaoce  of  the  application  of  this  rule.  Reed  v.  Jackson  (c)        1858. 
Im  not  been  distinguished.     The  principle  of  that  deci-      Pbeston 
■OQ  was  that  the  CTidence  tendered  went  to  impeach       peekb. 
tbe  aothenticity  of  the  record,  by  shewing  that  no  evi- 
dence was  given  on  a  particular  issue :  and  it  can  make 
DO  difierence  that,  in  the  present  case,  there  are  two 
eoimts  upon  which  the  verdict  is  entered  generally. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     I  think  the  evidence  was 
pvoperly  admitted.     It  is  true  that  there  can  be  no 
tverment  against  a  record:  but  I  do  not  find  that  this 
Im  been  attempted  in  the  present  case.     The  evidence 
given  was,  not  to  contradict  the  record,  but  to  explain 
it  The  declaration  is  on  a  guarantie  given  by  the 
Mmdant  to  hold  the  plaintiflT  harmless  on  his  distrain- 
ing certain  fixtures :  and  it  avers  that  an  action  has 
been  brought  against  the  plaintiff  for  distraining  those 
fiitarea,  and   that  damages  have  been   given   in   that 
ictioQ.    In  proof  of  this,  the  record  in  that  action  is 
oftied  in  evidence;   upon  which  it  appears  that  the 
dediration  in  that  action  contained  three  counts:  the 
fin^  br  entering  the  then  plaintiff's  house,  distraining 
fixtores,  and  injuring  the  walls ;  the  second,  for  selling 
goods  distrained  wrongfully,  and  without  due  notice,  for 
Im  than  the  best  price,  and  neglecting  to  give  a  copy 
of  tbe  charges  &c. ;  and  the  third,  for  distraining  when 
no  rent  was  due.     Now  the  present  plaintiff  had  to 
profe  that  the  damages  were  in  fact  given  for  the  distress 
opoD  the  fixtures :  and  he  calls  a  witness  to  shew  that 
the  evidence  of  the  substantial  damages  was  really  given 
as  to  that.     That  indeed  was  only  parol  evidence :  but 

(a)   1  Eoit,  355. 
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1858.  I  thiDk  it  was  admissible.  What  was  done  was  much 
Piij;gTON  ^^^^  what  is  done  in  the  case  where  you  produce  evidence 
Pee  ^^  ^  declaration  in  debt,  and  shew,  as  you  may,  in  respect 

of  what  the  damages  were  given.  You  may  shew  in  the 
same  way,  here,  that  the  65/.  damages  were  given  in 
respect  of  the  distress  for  the  fixtures.  That  is  not 
shewing  that  the  officer  has  committed  any  inaccuracy 
in  the  entry  which  he  made  on  the  postea,  but  is  per- 
fectly consistent  with  it.  It  shews  that  the  count  for 
fixtures  is  that  upon  which  the  65/.  damages  were  given. 
That  is  not  contradicting  the  record ;  for  what  is  proved 
is  consistent  with  what  appears.  The  jury  were  not 
bound,  in  the  present  action,  to  find  for  the  full  amount 
of  the  65/. :  but  they  were  justified  in  coming  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  damages  in  the  former  action  were 
awarded  in  respect  of  the  fixtures,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  indemnity. 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion, 
although  I  quite  agree  that  a  record  is  not  to  be  contra* 
dieted.  We  have  not  to  inquire  now  upon  any  question 
except  that  whether  the  evidence  was  receivable.  It  was 
received  only  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  record, 
with  which  it  was  quite  consistent.  What  does  the 
record  import  ?  If  it  necessarily  imports  that  the 
damages  were  jointly  given  on  all  the  counts,  the  objec- 
tion would  be  good.  But  I  never  understood  that  this 
was  the  import  of  such  a  record,  or  that  the  record 
meant  more  than  that  there  was  a  cause  of  action  in 
each  count  and  some  damage  recoverable  on  each.  If  so, 
the  evidence  here  only  went  to  shew  how  much  was 
recovered  on  each.  As  to  that  the  record  was  silent ; 
and  it  would  be  shewn  by  evidence  only :  and,  when  it 
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is  shewn,  the  record  is  not  contradicted.    Thus  the  only        1858. 
substantial  damage  was  given  in  respect  to  the  first      pbmtoii 
count:   and  you   may  consider  that  (say)  a  farthing       ^Jj^ 
damages  were  given  on  each  of  the  other  counts.     It 
would  be  quite  otherwise  if,  in  the  first  action,  the  jury 
had  given   lOL   damages  on  one  count  and  20L  on 
another:  evidence  could  not  then  have  been  given  to 
shew  that  the  damages  were  to  be  otherwise  apportioned. 

Erle  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  evidence  was 
admissible,  and  that  this  does  not  contradict  the  record. 
There  is  no  attempt  to  shew^  that  the  finding  or  the 
entry  of  the  postea  in  the  first  action  was  wrong.  The 
law  requires  that  the  postea  should  dispose  of  all  the 
issues,  and  should  shew  the  damages :  here  the  damages 
are  blended  together,  and  there  is  a  general  judgment 
for  damages  and  costs.  But  this  is  not  contradicted  by 
evidence  shewing  how  much  damage  was  proved  on  each 
count.  If  the  jury  had  found  lOL  upon  one  count  and 
30L  upon  another,  and  the  officer  had  entered  damages 
for  AOL  generally,  evidence  might  have  been  given  to 
shew  what  was  really  done.  That  in  fact  is  what  has 
taken  place.  There  they  put  the  Judge  in  the  place  of 
the  jury ;  and  he,  in  substance,  gave  65/.  damages  on 
one  count,  and  nominal  damages  on  the  other. 

(Cbompton  J.  had  left  the^Court) 

Rule  discharged. 


346 
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Hbioongs  against  Gasson. 

A  CTION  for  libel  and  slander.  The  first  count  of 
the  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  fieilselj 
and  maliciously  spoke  and  publbhed  of  the  plaintiff 
the  words  following,  that  is  to  say :  "  What  do  you 
think  of  my  job  ?  I  am  satisfied  who  it  was  got  into 
my  shop,  as  George  Hearman  tells  me  that  he  met 
Hemndngs^  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  '^  and  his  son  about 
four  o'clock  the  morning  my  shop  was  broken  into :  I 
found  part  of  a  letter  on  the  floor  of  my  shop,  which 
was  in  the  handwriting  of  Hemmings.'*  Meaning,  by  the 
false  and  malicious  words  aforesaid,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
forcibily  and  with  a  strong  hand  broken  and  entered 
^^^ken'^A*™  ^  defendant's  shop,  and  had  wilfully  and  maliciously, 
such  meaning,    ^nd  within  three  calendar  months  then  last  past,  cut, 

IS  for  the  jury.  '^ 

MThen  the      damaged  and  destroyed  the  defendant's  property  in  the 

UbelorsUnder      TVl  .  f     t~    ^ 

is,  priin&  facie,   said  shop,  to  Wit  household  fumiture  of  the  defendant, 
command      contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  provided,  and  had 
to'i^e  plaintiff   committed  criminal  offences  punishable  by  law. 
Jtenro  su^"         ^^^  second  count  stated  that  the  defendant  hereto- 
i£e°defenduu^   fore,  to  wit  on  &c,  falsely  and  maliciously  wrote  and 

published  of  the  plaintiff  the  false  and  malicious  libel, 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  following,  that  is  to  say. 
"  To  the  Editor  of  The  Rye  Chronicle. 

«J?ye,  ^;?n7  9th,  1857. 
**  Sir,  In  your  last  number  I  am  accused,  by  George 


Momdeuft 
May  24th. 


Under  sect  61 
of  The  Com- 
mon Law  Pro- 
eedare  Act, 
18.52,  and 
forms  32, 33,  in 
Schedule  (B) 
to  that  Act, 
the  declaration 
in  an  action 
for  libel  or 
slander  need 
not  state  any 
colloqoiam, 
bat  may  set 
ont  the  words 
complained  of, 
and  pat  any 
construction 
upon  them  by 
innuendo. 
Whether 


subsequently 
to  the  libel, 
as  tending  to 
shew  malice  in 
the  defendant 
at  the  time  of 
publication  of 
such  libel. 
The  Judge 
ought,  especi- 
ally if  there  be 

a  considerable  interval  between  such  statements  and  the  publication,  to  direct  the  jury  to 
consider  whether  such  subsequent  statements  might  not  refer  to  something  which  happened 
subsequently  to  the  libel,  so  as  not  to  shew  malice  in  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  pub- 
lication of  the  libel  charged. 
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Hemminffs,  of  having  circulated  a  report  charging  him  1858. 
with  damaging  my  property.  I  will  ask  any  one  who  I  hkmmihos 
could  judge  more  than  him,  he  having  said  he  would  be  qj^qj, 
revenged  on  me,  because  I  prevented  him  and  his  father 
from  taking  60L  belonging  to  the  late  Mr.  Ashtoiu  I 
have  several  other  matters  all  tending  to  substantiate 
my  opinion  in  this  matter.  I  will  state  but  one :  I  have 
the  handwriting,  which  I  believe  to  be  his  father's,  James 
Hemminffs^  (meaning  the  plaintiff)^  "  which  was  found 
on  the  premises  on  the  morning  the  diabolical  act  was 
committed :  and  I  am  not  alone  in  this  belief;  for,  with 
one  or  two  exceptions,  all  who  have  seen  the  writing  are 
of  the  same  opinion.  I  could  offer  a  more  lengthened 
statement  of  this  vile  transaction;  but  I  have  been  advised 
not  to  do  so,  as  it  may  defeat  the  ends  of  justice.  (Signed) 
Jtnnes  Henry  Gkisson.^  Meaning,  by  the  said  libel,  that 
the  plaintiff  had,  together  with  the  said  George  Hemmings^ 
wilfully  and  maliciously  cut  and  damaged  and  destroyed 
certain  household  furniture  of  the  defendant.  And  by 
means  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff's  character  and  repu- 
tation has  been  much  injured. 

Plea,  Not  guilty.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Erie  J.,  at  the  Sittings  in  last 
Hilary  Term,  at  Westminstery  evidence  was  given  in 
support  of  both  counts  of  the  declaration.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  letter  which  contained  the  libel  charged 
in  the  second  count  was  written  in  answer  to  one 
written  by  the  son  of  the  plaintiff  to  The  Rye  Chronicle 
on  2d  April  1857.  In  support  of  that  count,  in  order 
to  prove  malice,  a  witness,  J.  Burgess^  was  called,  who 
swore  that,  on  the  Saturday  before  the  trial,  he  had 
heard  the  defendant  speak  of  the  plaintiff  at  a  public 
house,  called  The  Albion^  at  Rye ;  that  the  defendant 
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1858.  ^b®°  ^^  ^^^  ^6  plaintiff  was  a  dishonoarable  man ; 
that  he  had  drawn  and  dishonoured  bills ;  and  that  he 
(the  defendant)  knew  him  to  be  a  rascal  This  evidence 
was  objected  to,  but  was  admitted,  as  the  learned  Judge 
held  (on  grounds  not  now  material)  that  the  libel  was  a 
privileged  communication,  and  that  therefore  the  evi- 
dence was  admissible  to  prove  malice  in  the  defendant. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff:  damaf^ 
on  the  first  count,  40/. ;  damages  on  the  second  count, 
60L 

Ballantine  Seijt,  in  last  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested, 
on  the  ground  that  the  innuendos  in  both  counts  were 
unsupported  by  the  words  and  writing;  or  a  new  trial 
not  be  had,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  of  Burgess 
was  improperly  admitted. 

Parry  Seijt.  and  A.  WiUs  now  shewed  cause  (a).  First, 
as  to  the  count  for  libel.  It  is  contended  bv  the  other 
side  that  that  count  is  bad,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  inas- 
much as  there  is  no  colloquium.  But  that  is  no  longer 
necessary.  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852 
(15  &  16  Vict  c.  76.),  s,  61.,  enacts  that  '^  in  actions  of 
libel  and  slander  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  aver 
that  the  words  or  matter  complained  of  were  used  in 
a  defamatory  sense,  specifying  such  defamatory  sense 
without  any  prefatory  averment  to  shew  how  such  words 
or  matter  were  used  in  that  sense,  and  such  averment 
shall  be  put  in  issue  by  the  denial  of  the  alleged  libel  or 
slander ;  and  where  the  words  or  matter  set  forth,  with 

(a)  Before  Lord  CaniftbeU  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  Erie  and  Crompion  Js. 
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or  without  the  alleged  meaniDg,  shew  a  cause  of  action,  1858. 
the  declaration  shall  be  sufficient."  And  form  32,  in  hkmmiho§ 
Schedule  (B.),  gives  the  mode  of  framing  the  declara- 
tion. [^Cromptan  J.  Form  33  is  more  to  the  purpose 
here :  form  32  does  not  require  any  innuendo.]  It  is 
clear,  from  the  Act,  and  from  those  forms,  that  no  col- 
loquium is  now  necessary  in  a  count  for  libel:  and  the 
plainti£P  here  has  complied  with  sect.  61,  by  averring 
that  the  defendant  *'  falsely  and  maliciously"  spoke,  and 
wrote,  and  published  &c.,  that  is,  published  in  a  defama- 
tory sense.  The  innuendos  are  also  sufficient  within  the 
Act ;  and  it  was  a  proper  question  for  the  jury  whether 
such  innuendos  were  proved. 

Next,  as  to  the  objection  to  the  reception  of  Burge$s^% 
evidence,  respecting  the  defendant's  conduct  subsequent 
to  the  libel.  Such  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  the 
malice  of  the  letter  containing  the  libel,  if  that  letter 
was  a  privileged  communication,  as  the  learned  Judge 
held  it  to  be  at  the  trial;  Simpson  v.  Robinson  (a).  In 
Wright  V.  Woodgate  {b)  Parke  B.,  in  giving  judgment, 
laid  down  that,  when  the  alleged  libel  was  a  privileged 
communication,  malice  might  be  proved  either  from  the 
language  of  the  libel  itself,  or  by  extrinsic  evidence  of  the 
conduct  or  expressions  of  the  defendant,  shewing  that  he 
was  actuated  by  malice.  In  the  present  case  there  was 
evidence  of  both  kinds:  first,  from  the  letter  itself,  which, 
though  professing  to  be  merely  an  answer  to  that  written 
by  the  plaintifTs  son,  introduces  several  fresh  charges 
against  the  plaintiff;  secondly,  fi*om  Burgesses  account 
of  the  defendant's  subsequent  conduct  [Coleridge  J. 
I  do  not  suppose  that  there  is  any  doubt  that  extrinsic 

(a)  12  Q.  ^.511.  (6>  2  C.  Af.  ^  R.  573. 
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1858.  evidence  of  malice  may  be  admissible  :  but  there  maybe 
Hkmminos  ®  que8ti<m  whether  the  particular  evidence  relied  on  be 
not  too  remote.]  If  the  conduct  or  expressions  are 
connected  with  the  subject  matter  of  the  libel,  they  are 
admissible  in  evidence ;  that  is  the  real  test  Firmerty 
V.  Tipper  (a)  may  be  relied  on  by  the  defendant  But 
in  that  case  the  part  of  the  evidence  which  was  rejected 
was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  refer  to  the 
libel  charged,  but  was  a  new  and  substantive  libel  in 
itsel£  The  case  is  referred  to,  and  the  judgment  com- 
mented upon,  in  Starkie  oh  Libel,  vol  .2.  p.  54  (2d  ed.). 
In  RusUU  V.  Macquister  (Jb)  Lord  Ellenborough  admitted 
evidence  of  slanderous  words  spoken  by  the  defendant 
subsequently  to  the  slander,  tending  to  shew  quo  animo 
he  spoke  the  slander  chaiged. 

Ballantine  Seijt  and  Hanyman^  in  support  of  the 
rule.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  We  are  against  you  on  the 
point  in  arrest  of  judgment  Cromptan  J.  The  Act 
and  the  schedule,  taken  together,  seem  to  allow  the 
innuendo  to  take  the  place  of  the  colloquium.]  The 
contention  of  the  defendant  is  that,  even  if  there  be  no 
necessity  for  a  colloquium,  the  words  charged  are  not 
susceptible  of  the  meaning  assigned  to  them  by  the  in- 
nuendo in  the  understanding  of  the  persons  in  whose 
hearing  they  were  spoken.  And  that  is  a  question  for 
the  Judge ;  Blagg  v.  Sturt  (c). 

Next,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence.  The 
question  to  be  decided  was,  whether  there  was  malice 
at  the  time  of  uttering  the  particular  words  set  out  in 
the  declaration.    Burgess's  evidence  was  quite  irrelevant 

(a)  2  Camjih,  72.  (6)  Note  to  Thompson,  v.  Bernard^  1  Campb.  49. 

(c)   10  Q.  B.  899. 
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to  that  issue;  and  in  no  case  have  subsequent  expres-        1868. 

sions  by  the  defendant  been  admitted  to  prove  malice,  ~z 

except  where  such  subsequent  expressions  or  conduct  ▼• 

were  directly  relevant  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
slander  or  libel  complained  o£  The  rule  is  clearly 
laid  down,  in  Finnerty  v.  Tipper  (a),  by  Sir  Jame$ 
Man^ld.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Here  the  plaintiff 
contends  that,  the  slander  charged  being  prima  facie 
a  privileged  communication,  the  evidence  in  question 
is  admissible  to  shew  express  malice.  In  Finnerty  v. 
Tipper  (a)  there  was  not  a  privileged  communica- 
tion.] In  Pearson  v.  Lemaitre  (6)  the  Court  evidently 
recognises  the  necessity  of  relevancy  in  either  case.  The 
object  of  the  evidence  in  either  case  is  to  shew  malice : 
ta  shew  its  existence,  if  the  communication  be  primft 
jbcie  privileged ;  if  it  be  not,  to  shew  the  amount  of 
malice.  In  MacLeod  v.  Wakley  (c),  Cornfield  v.  Bird  (d) 
and  Barwell  v.  Adhins  {e)  there  was  direct  relevancy. 
In  Rustett  v.  Macquister  (ff)  the  report  does  not  set  out 
the  words ;  so  that  it  does  not  appear  whether  they  were 
relevant  or  not.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  In  Simpson  v. 
Robinson  (A)  the  evidence  was  not  relevant  to  the  slander 
charged.]  There  the  expressions  were  antecedent  to  the 
alleged  slander.  [Crompton  J.  That  was  so  in  Barrett  v. 
Isong  (t).]  In  any  case  the  expressions  must  be  strictly 
relevant  The  authorities  are  collected  in  Taylor  on 
Evidence,  vol.  i.  sect  318.  p.  317  (3d  ed.  1858). 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     Upon  the  second  point  the 

(a)  2  Can^.  72.  (6)  5  M,  8f  G.  700. 

(c)  3  C.  $•  P.  311.  (d)  3C.^K.  56. 

(«)  \  M.^G.  807.  (g)  1  Campb.  49  (note). 

(A)  12  Q.  B.  511.  (t)  3  H.  L,  Co,  395. 
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1868.        Court  will  take  time  to  consider.     Upon  the  first  point, 
Hkmmings     ^^  arrest'of  judgment,  we  are  all  agreed  that  sect  61  of 
«  ^'  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  and  the  two 

forms  in  Schedule  (B.)to  that  Act,  enable  the  pleader  to 
put  any  construction  he  pleases  upon  the  words  com- 
plained of,  by  innuendo;  and  that  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  say   whether    the    words   were   spoken   with    such 

meaning. 

Cur.  odtK  vuU. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  on  a  later  day  in  this  Term 
{May  28th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must 
be  made  absolute.  We  do  not  say  that  the  evidence 
of  Burgess  was  inadmissible :  the  slander  charged  was 
prima  fiicie  a  privileged  communication;  so  that  it  was 
necessary  to  shew  express  malice.  But  we  think  that 
the  learned  Judge  should  have  pointed  out  more  dis- 
tinctly to  the  jury  the  length  of  time  between  the  writing 
of  the  letter  charged  in  the  declaration  and  the  subse- 
quent expressions  sought  to  be  put  in  evidence,  and 
have  suggested  to  the  jury  that  they  must  take  into 
consideration  the  possibility  that  such  expressions  might 
have  referred  to  something  which  had  happened  after 
the  libel.  The  jury  might  have  come  to  that  conclusion, 
and  have  been  of  opinion  that,  at  the  time  when  the  libel 
was  published^  the  defendant  was  not  actuated  by  malice. 
There  will  therefore  be  a  new  trial :  the  costs  to  abide 
the  event. 

Rule  absolute  for  new  trial. 
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1858. 


The  British  Empire  Shipping  Company,  Limited,  vedWay, 
against  Joseph  Somes,  Frederick  Somes  and    ''^ 
Samuel  Francis  Somes. 


A  CTION  for  money  had  and  received.     Before  plea,  Shipwrights 

Erh  J.,  under  the  powers  given  by  The  Common  with  the 

Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  ordered  that  the  matters  in  ghip^odo* 

the  cause  should  be  referred  to  an  arbitrator  named  by  [hfp  b  the**** 

the  parties,  and  that  a  case  should  be  stated  as  to  the  shipwrights' 

*^  '  pr>^viDg  dock ; 

allowance  or  disallowance  of  the  item  after  mentioned.  ^"  ***®  ^^' 

tract  a  pro- 

A  case  was  stated  accordingly,  of  which  the  material  ▼«»<>«»  was 

made  that 

parts  were  as  follows.  a  lump  sam  • 

rni         1   •     •/*•  •  y  n\  •  i    !•     •      i    shoulJ  be  paid 

1  he  plamtms  are  a  registered  Company,  with  limited  for  the  use  of 
liability,  and  are  owners  of  a  vessel  of  the  burthen  of  up-  other  charges 
wards  of  3000  tons,  called  The  British  Empire.     The  de-  ^^^^^^  ' 
fendants,  who  constitute  the  firm  of  Somes,  Brothers,  are  ^^J^^^' , . 
shipwrights  on  a  large  scale,  having  a  dock  and  ship  yard  w«9  repaired 
at  Blackwall    The  defendants'  dock  and  ship  yard  belong  and  the 

owners  were 

exclusively  to  the  defendants,  and  are  their  own  private  not  prepared 
property.     Joseph  Wilson,  of  Liverpool,  was,  during  the  price.    The 
transactions  after   mentioned,    ship's   husband   for   the  gaTJ'ilnice 
plain tifis,  and  acted  as  such  for  them.    Frederick  Preston  JhouldXtain 
was,  during  the  same  period,  the  master  shipwright  of  *^®i4^JK/*"^ 
the  defendants  at  their  dock  at  Blackwall,  and  acted  as  day  for  the 

use  of  the 

such  for  them.     In  the  early  part  of  1856  a  survey  had  dock  during 

the  detention. 

The  ship- 
owners finally  paid  the  amount  claimed,  together  with  the  sum  claimed  for  the  dock  rent^ 
under  protest 

Held  by  the  Excheoucr  Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  that 
the  shipwrights  bad  no  lien  for  the  use  of  the  dock  during  the  detention. 

E.    B.    &    E.  2    A 
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been,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintifis,  by  certain  sur- 
veyors employed  by  them,  held  on  the  plaintifis'  ship 
The  British  Empire^  and  extensive  repairs  ordered ;  and 
Mr.  Wilson  had  applied  to  SomeSy  Brothers,  for  an  esti- 
mate of  the  costs  of  the  repairs  ordered,  ^^hich,  in  the 
letter  of  16th  August  hereafter  set  out,  are  referred  to 
as  "  the  repairs"  "  according  to  the  estimate  made  for 
damage.''  The  case  then  set  out  letters  between  the 
parties,  of  which  the  following  extracts  formed  the 
material  parts.  Preston  to  Wilson.  London,  16th  August, 
1856.  **  I  have  sent  you  a  specification  for  the  repairs 
of  The  British  Empire,  according  to  the  estimate  made 
for  damage,  which  amounts  to  4296/.  135.  5d.,  less  7^ 
per  cent.,  nett."  '*  I  am  certain  it  must  be  all  guess 
work  and  lumped  at,  if  the  work  you  named  extra  is 
estimated ;  for  I  have  no  wish  to  get  into  an  error 
myself;  and  I  can  assure  you  I  have  no  wish  whatever 
to  lead  the  owners  into  any.  I  am  positive,  if  the  whole 
were  done  without  any  estimate,  it  would  be  quite  as 
reasonably  done  as  with  one ;  and  the  very  first  week 
after  the  vessel  was  began  the  estimating  would  be  found 
entirely  useless."  Wilson  to  Somes,  Brothers.  "  Liver- 
pool, 22d  August,  1856.  Gentlemen,  Your  calculations 
to  repair  the  ship  British  Empire,  and  Mr.  PrestovCs 
letter  dated  16th,  have  been  duly  laid  before  the  direc^ 
tors,  when  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Preston  not  to  repair 
the  ship  by  contract  was  duly  considered ;  they  now 
request  me  to  ascertain  at  what  price  you  would  furnish 
the  materials  we  should  require  to  complete  the  repairs, 
viz. :  pitch  pine,  yellow  pine,  American  elm,  per  cubic 
feet ;  oakum  and  pitch,  per  hundred  weight ;  iron  work, 
say  bolts,  knees,  straps,  &c.,  per  pound  and  hundred 
weight ;  graving  dock  charges ;  when  you  can  take  her 
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in ;  depth  of  water  next  week.  Your  reply,  in  course 
of  post,  will  oblige."  Preston  to  Wilstm.  "  London^  25th 
August^  1856,  Sir,  Your  letter  directed  to  Messrs. 
Somes  I  did  not  see  until  this  morning,  being  in  the 
City  on  Saturday.  I  beg  to  hand  you  Messrs.  Somes^ 
prices  as  you  wish."  Then  followed  a  list  of  the  prices 
of  materials  in  detail.  '*  The  cost  of  use  of  graving 
dock  for  the  job  will  be  from  120  to  150  guineas;  can 
dock  the  vessel  three  or  four  days  after  notice;  can 
dock  her  at  any  neap  tide  in  our  large  dock.  The  above 
prices  subject  to  7^  per  cent,  for  cash,  except  dock 
dues.  I  am  quite  certain  that  it  would  be  far  the  better 
way  for  the  Company  not  to  make  a  special  contract,  it 
must  be  full  of  alterations,  whoever  made  it,  so  soon  as 
the  work  was  put  into  execution."  Wilson  to  Preston. 
'^  Liverpool^  26th  August^  1856.  I  beg  to  acknowledge 
receipt  of  your  favour  of  yesterday,  quoting  prices  for 
timber  &c.,  to  which  I  replied,  per  telegraph,  that  the 
Company  had  decided  to  accept  them."  The  case  then 
proceeded.  The  ship  was  accordingly  taken  into  the  de- 
fendants* dock  at  Blackwall  on  the  1st  day  of  September, 
and  extensive  repairs  were  done  by  the  defendants  on 
the  ship  by  the  plaintiffs'  orders.  In  the  latter  part  of 
October^  1856,  the  work  was  nearly  completed.  The 
plaintiffs,  in  the  early  part  of  November  1856,  employed 
Messrs.  Cotterill  8f  Sons  as  solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs ; 
and  they  from  this  time  acted  as  such  solicitors  for  the 
plaintifis  throughout  the  rest  of  the  transaction.  The 
defendants  employed  Mr.  Saxton  as  their  solicitor ;  and 
he  acted  as  such  for  the  defendants  throughout  the  rest 
of  the  transaction.  The  case  then  set  out  a  correspon- 
dence, and  contained  statements  shewing,  in  substance, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  prepared  to  pay  the  demand 
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of  the  defeDdants  in  ready  money,  and  that  there  were 
negotiations  going  on  for  an  arrangement  to  give  them  a 
security  over  the  ship.  The  following  extracts  from  the 
correspondence  are  the  material  parts.  Wilson  to  SomeSs 
Brothers.  "  14th  Novembery  1856.  Since  our  last  nego- 
tiation with  you  for  the  payment  of  your  bill  for  the 
repairs  of  the  ship  British  Empire^  we  have  not  been 
able  to  raise  the  amount  required  on  such  terms  as 
would  be  satisfactory  to  the  several  parties  interested 
in  this  vessel.  We  submit^  for  your  consideration,  that 
you  allow  the  vessel  to  leave  your  dock  and  put  her  in 
the  Victoria  Dock,  you  keeping  possession  of  the  vessel, 
besides  our  giving  you  (along  with  the  directors)  any  or 
all  possible  security  on  the  ship  that  your  claim  shall  be 
paid  before  she  goes  to  sea.  In  the  present  state  of  the 
money  market  we  possibly  would  not  be  in  a  position  to 
pay  you  for  fourteen  days,  or  perhaps  longer :  all  that 
we  ask  of  you  is  time,  and  by  keeping  the  ship  in  your 
dock  will  not  facilitate  our  getting  the  needful.  If  you 
can  meet  us  in  any  way  to  facilitate  the  settlement  of 
your  account  we  shall  feel  obliged."  Somes,  Brothers, 
to  Wilson,  *' London,  November  15th,  1856.  Sir,  We  are 
favoured  with  your  letter  of  yesterday,  and,  in  reply, 
beg  to  say  that  we  have  had  an  interview  with  Mr. 
Saxton  upon  the  subject,  the  result  of  which  is  that, 
before  The  British  Empire  leaves  our  dock,  unless  cash 
is  paid,  we  should  require  to  have  a  duly  registered 
mortgage  executed  upon  her,  giving  us  immediate  power 
of  sale.  We  should  then  be  willing  to  let  her  be  taken 
into  the  Victoria  Docks  as  you  desire.  Mr.  Saxton 
assures  us  that  nothing  short  of  this  would  give  us 
any  security  after  parting  with  the  vessel.  It  therefore 
now  rests  with  yourself  and  the  Company  either  to  pay 
us  in  cash,  or  to  execute  a  mortgage  as  above  specified: 
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and  we  wait  jour  decision.  The  whole  work  is  now 
well  nigh  completed;  and  the  ship  is  occupying  our 
dock  to  no  purpose :  we  must  therefore  beg  the  favour 
of  an  early  settlement,  whichever  way  it  may  be  done. 
We  have  been  expecting  to  receive  back  our  accounts 
that  we  may  get  them  completed."  SomeSy  Brothers,  to 
WUsoru  "  London^  November  25ih,  1 856.  We  are  much 
surprised  that  we  have  heard  nothing  further  from  you 
as  to  settlement  of  our  account  fur  British  Empire ; 
and,  if  some  arrangement  be  not  come  to  at  once,  we 
shall  be  compelled  to  take  further  steps  in  the  matter. 
We  also  giv^  you  notice  that  we  shall  charge  the  owners 
of  the  ship  21/.  per  diem  for  the  hire  of  our  dry  dock 
from  the  time  our  account  was  delivered,  viz.  the  20th 
instant.**  Cotterill  §•  Sons  to  Saxtan.  "  November  27th, 
1856.  Ship  British  Empire.  The  British  Empire  Ship- 
ping  Company  (^Limited)  have  sent  us  Messrs.  Somes^ 
letter  of  the  28th  inst,  with  notice  of  Messrs.  Somes* 
intention  to  charge  21L  per  day  for  the  occupation  of 
their  dock.  We  of  course  dispute  Messrs.  Somes'  right 
to  make  any  such  claim ;  and  we  are  instructed  by  the 
Company  to,  and  hereby,  give  Messrs.  Somes,  through 
you,  notice  that  the  Company  hold  Messrs.  Somes  re- 
sponsible for  all  damages  consequent  upon  the  detention 
of  the  ship."  The  letter  then  proposed  a  reference  as 
to  the  amount,  which  was  declined.  Cotterill  Sf  Sons  to 
Somes,  Brothers,  "December  18th,  1856.  Gentlemen, 
On  behalf  of .  JTie  British  Empire  Shipping  Company 
{Limited)  we  hereby  give  you  notice,  with  reference  to 
your  claim  for  repairs  done  upon  and  to  the  ship  British 
Empire,  and  your  refusal  to  deliver  up  the  said  ship, 
that  we,  on  behalf  of  the  said  Company,  are  prepared 
to  pay  you  whatever  sum  you  demand,  under  protest. 
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and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  obtainiDg  delivery  and  posses- 
sion of  the  said  ship ;  and  that  the  said  Company  will 
take  such  steps  as  they  may  be  advised  to  recover  repay- 
ment of  such  sum  as  may  be  so  paid,  or  any  part  thereof, 
as  also  such  damages  as  the  said  Company  may  have  sus- 
tained, or  may  hereafter  sustain,  by  reason  of  your  retention 
of  and  refusal  to  deliver  up  the  said  ship.  Awaiting  to 
hear  from  you,  when  you  will  be  prepared  to  deliver  up 
the  said  ship,  and  the  amount  you  claim."  The  accounts 
were  accordingly  sent  in.  The  case  proceeded.  In 
these  accounts  is  contained  the  following  item  :  '^  Dock 
dues,  27th  November  to  29th  December^  27  days  at  21/., 
567Z. ;"  which  forms  part  of  the  total,  viz.  9515/.  85.  Ad. 
The  sum  of  881621  15«.  2^2.,  being  the  sum  of  9515iL 
8«.  4^.,  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim  less  the  sum 
of  69821  IZs,  2d.  discount,  was,  on  the  22d  day  of  De- 
cembeTy  1856,  paid  by  Messrs.  Cotterill  Sf  Sans  on  account 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  under  protest.  The 
ship  was,  on  the  24th  December,  given  up  to  the  plaintilBfs 
by  the  defendants. 

The  present  action  was  brought  for  money  had  and 
received,  to  recover  back  so  much  of  the  said  sum 
of  8816/.  I5s.  2d.  as  was  in  excess  of  the  sum  for 
which  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  detain  the  ship; 
the  plaintiffs  contending  that  the  defendants*  charge 
for  the  work  was  excessive,  and  that  they  had  no  right 
to  detain  the  ship  for  any  thing  but  what  was  due  on 
a  quantum  meruit  for  work,  labour  and  materials.  By 
order  of  Mr.  Justice  Erie  this  case  is  stated,  as  to  the 
allowance  or  disallowance  of  the  item  of  567/.  claimed 
in  the  account  for  the  occupation  of  the  defendants' 
dock  from  27th  November  to  24th  December,  during 
which  period  the  ship  was  detained  under  the  defend- 
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ants'  claim  of  lien.  The  plalatifiB  contend  that  the 
defendants  had  no  right  to  detain  the  ship  for  any 
expence  incurred  or  inconvenience  sustained  by  the 
defendants  when  enforcing  their  lien  under  the  circum- 
stances described ;  and  that  what  was  paid  in  respect  of 
this  item,  to  obtain  possession  of  the  ship,  was  money 
extorted  from  them  by  the  defendants.  And  they 
further  contend  that,  even  if  the  defendants  were  en- 
titled to  detain  the  ship  for  something  in  respect  of  this 
item,  21L  A  day  was  excessive  in  amount.  Nevertheless, 
for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  and  for  such  purpose  only, 
it  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  sum  of  21il  per  day  was  a 
reasonable  charge.  The  Court  is  to  have  power  to 
draw  all  such  inferences  of  fact  as  to  it  seems  fit 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is.  Whether 
the  defendants  are  entitled  to  retain  the  sum  paid  to 
them  in  respect  of  this  item  of  567L  on  the  above 
assumption. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  they  are  not  so 
entitled,  the  plaintifls  are  to  have  judgment  for  524L  9s.  6d. 
(being  567L  after  deducting  a  proportionate  part  of  the 
discount  for  cash  allowed  in  the  account),  without  pre- 
judice to  the  plaintiffs  making  a  claim  for  damages  in 
respect  of  interest  before  the  arbitrator,  with  costs  of  this 
case. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendants 
are  so  entitled,  the  defendants  are  to  be  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  this  case;  and  it  is  to  be  referred  to  the  same 
arbitrator  to  decide  the  amounts  that  defendants  are 
entitled  to  retain  in  respect  of  this  item. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1858  (a). 
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(u)  On  Tuesdajff  May  4th.     Before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  IViyhbnant 
Erie  and  Crompton  Js. 
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Blachburriy  for  the  plaintiffs.  There  is  nothing 
stated  in  the  case  to  give  any  lien,  beyond  that  which 
the  law  confers  on  a  party  who  has  done  work  on  a 
chattel  so  as  to  improve  it  That  lien  the  defendants 
no  doubt  had :  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  defend- 
ants have  a  further  lien  for  the  charges  they  have  in- 
curred whilst  detaining  the  ship  under  this  undoubted 
lien.  [T.  Jones  (of  the  Northern  Circuit),  for  the  de- 
fendants, having  stated  that  he  should  contend  that  there 
was  a  contract  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  dock  whilst  the 
ship  was  detained,  Blackburn  was  stopped  by  the  Court; 
and  T.  Jones  was  called  upon  to  shew  the  contract] 


T.  Jones,  for  the  defendants.  In  the  letters  forming 
the  contract  under  which  the  ship  was  repaired  there  is 
a  specific  charge  for  the  use  of  the  dock ;  that  shews 
that,  so  long  as  the  defendants'  dock  was  occupied  by 
the  plaintiffs*  ship,  the  plaintiffs  were  to  pay  for  it.  And, 
wherever  a  lien  is  given  to  a  bailee,  by  necessary  impli- 
cation there  is  a  right  given  to  charge  the  bailor  for  the 
keep  of  the  article.  If  it  were  otherwise,  a  lien  would 
often  be  very  prejudicial.  Is  the  trainer  of  a  race  horse, 
who  has  a  lien,  to  keep  the  animal  at  his  own  cost 
whilst  he  detains  ?  That  case  is  exactly  analogous  to 
the  present  It  may  be  said  that  the  defendants  could 
not  have  sued  for  the  use  of  their  dock  during  this  time : 
perhaps  they  could  not  have  sued  in  contract;  but  they 
might  have  sued  in  tort  for  not  taking  away  the  ship. 


Blackburn,  in  reply.  The  charge  for  the  use  of  the 
graving  dock  during  the  repairs,  it  is  admitted,  forms 
part  of  the  amount  due  for  work,  labour  and  materials, 
for  which  the  shipwrights  had  a  lien.     It  is  a  special 
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charge  for  the  use  of  an  expensive  tool,  not  a  rent  for  a 
place  of  deposit     And  there  was  no  need  to  keep  the 
ship  in  the  graving  dock  after  the  repairs  were  done; 
the  lien  of  the  shipwrights  would  have  been  as  effectually 
preserved  by  keeping  a  shipkecper  aboard,  so  as  to  keep 
possession  after  the  ship  was  floated.     \JSrle  J.    If  they 
had   done  so,  the  same   question  would   have  arisen. 
Would  the  shipowners  have  been  liable  for  the  expence 
of  the  shipkeeper?]     It  would  have   been  impossible 
then  to  contend  that  the  specific  mention  originally  of 
a  charge  for  the  graving  dock  had  any  bearing  on  the 
real  question,  which  is,  whether  the  owner  of  a  chattel 
is  liable  to  one  having  a  specific  lien  on  it  for  the  costs 
of  enforcing  that  lien.     It  is  necessary  to  distinguish 
between  a  lien  created  by  contract  express  or  implied 
and  a  specific  lien  given  by  law.     A  bailee  has,  by  law, 
a  lien  for  his  skill  and  labour  expended  on  a  chattel 
bailed  to  him  for  that  purpose.     He  has  not,  by  law,  a 
lien  for  any  other  charge;  not  for  feeding,  keeping  and 
taking  care  of  an  animal  delivered  to  him  for  that  pur- 
pose; Judson  \.  Etheridge  {a);  nor  for  agisting  cattle; 
Jackson  V.  Cummins  {by     The  specific  lien  thus  given 
is  so  far  from  being  derived  from  contract  that,  as  is 
pointed  out   by  Parke  B.   in   delivering  judgment   in 
Scarfe  v.  Morgan  (c),  "  prior  to  the  case  of  Chase  v. 
fFestmore  ((/),  the  general  opinion  had  been  that  there 
could  be  no  lien  where  there  was  any  express  contract 
at  all.     That  case,  however,  decided,  that  where  there 
was  an  express  contract,  but  containing  no  stipulation  in- 
consistent with  the  lien,  it  might  still  exist"     If  to  this 
lien,  given  by  law,  the  law  had  attached,  as  an  incident. 
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that  the  bailor  was  to  make  good  the  expence  of  enforc- 
ing the  lien,  there  would  surely  be  found  some  authority 
to  shew  that  such  an  incident  was  annexed :  but  there 
is  none.  In  Franklin  v.  Hosier  (a)  the  lien  of  a  ship- 
wright was  established ;  but  no  claim  was  there  made  for 
the  cost  of  keeping  the  ship.  In  Scarfs  v.  Morgan  (Jb)  a 
doubt  was  expressed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  whether 
a  lien  at  common  law  could  exist  on  a  live  animal, 
because  the  law  had  not  provided  who  was  to  feed  it. 
The  obvious  answer  to  that  doubt  would  have  been 
that  it  was  to  be  kept  at  the  expence  of  the  bailor  by 
the  bailee  if  such  had  been  the  law;  but  the  very 
learned  counsel  who  argued  gave  a  different  answer, 
which  is  approved  of  in  the  considered  judgment  of  the 
Court.  *'  It  occurred  to  us  in  the  course  of  the  discus- 
sion, which  was  very  ably  conducted  on  both  sides,  that 
there  was  a  di£Sculty  arising  out  of  the  circumstance 
that  this  being  a  living  chattel,  might  be  expensive  to 
the  detainer,  and  that  the  allowance  of  such  a  lien  would 
raise  questions  as  to  who  was  liable  to  feed  it  interme- 
diately. But  Mr.  Byles  answered  this  difficulty  satis- 
factorily, by  referring  us  to  the  analogous  case  of  a  distress 
kept  in  a  pound  covert,  where  he  who  distrains  is  com- 
pellable to  take  reasonable  care  of  the  chattel  distrained, 
whether  living  or  inanimate,  and  to  the  case  of  a  lien 
upon  com,  which  requires  some  labour  and  expence  in 
the  proper  custody  of  it.  Other  cases  were  cited  in  the 
argument,  but  they  were  cases  of  general  lien,  which 
clearly  turn  upon  contract  or  usage  of  trade,  in  which 
he  who  seeks  to  establish  such  contract  or  usi^e  ultrd 
the  general  law  is  held  to  strict  proof  of  the  exception 


(a)  4  B.  ^AldU  341. 


(6)  4  Af.  ^  W.  270.    See  pp.  275,  284. 
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OD  which  he  relies.  These  are  wholly  distinguishable 
from  this  case.**  Wherever  a  lien  is  created  by  contract, 
express  or  implied,  the  question  is,  what  is  the  contract. 
It  is  probable,  where  there  is  a  lien  for  warehouse  rent,  as 
in  the  case  of  wharfingers  and  others  who  have  a  general 
lien,  that  it  may  be  shewn  that  the  custom,  by  which  the 
contract  to  give  the  lien  is  proved,  is  such  as  to  extend 
it  to  the  rent  during  the  detention :  but  here  the  lien  is 
that  given  by  common  law,  and  no  more.  The  analogy 
between  a  right  of  lien  at  common  law  and  a  right  to 
hold  a  distress  is  complete.  In  each  case  the  law  gives 
a  peculiar  privilege  to  a  party,  at  his  option,  to  enforce  his 
right  by  taking  the  law  into  his  own  hands  and  detaining 
his  debtor's  chattel.  In  each  case  costs  may  be  incurred 
in  enforcing  this  peculiar  process ;  and  from  time  imme- 
morial the  question  must  have  arisen  who  was  to  bear 
those  costs.  The  common  law  never  gave  a  plaintiff 
the  costs  of  enforcing  his  claim  at  all,  though  statutes 
have  given  costs  of  suit.  In  cases  of  distress  at  common 
law,  the  distrainor  might,  if  it  were  a  live  chattel,  place 
it  in  a  pound  where  the  owner  could  come  and  feed  it ; 
and,  if  he  did  so,  the  distrainor  was  not  bound  to  feed  it 
But  if  he  did  not  put  live  chattels  in  a  pound  overt,  the . 
distrainor  was  bound  to  feed  them  at  his  own  cost ;  and 
he  had  no  option  as  to  dead  chattels,  but  was  always 
bound  to  take  care  of  them  in  a  pound  covert;  Co.  Litt. 
47.  b.  This  law  has  been  altered  by  statute  {a) ;  but  the 
principle  of  common  law  is  not  the  less  shewn.  So  in 
Lenton  v.  Cook  (6),  in  9  6r.  2.,  it  was  decided  that,  ''if  a 
horse  be  distrained  in  order  to  compel  an  appearance  in 
a  hundred  court,  after  appearance  the  plaintiff  cannot 
justify  detaining  the  horse  till  paid  for  his  keeping." 
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In  the  absence  of  authority  the  analogy  is  strong  to 
shew  that  there  is  no  right  at  common  law  to  com- 
pensation for  the  costs  incurred  in  enforcing  a  lien. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  is  suggested  that  they  might 
be  recovered  in  an  action  for  not  taking  away  the 
chattel.]  That,  if  it  were  so,  would  not  entitle  the 
defendants  to  judgment.  Where  there  is  a  lien,  the 
owner  of  the  chattel  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the 
detention  without  shewing  that  he  was  ready  to  pay  all 
that  was  really  due,  so  that  it  is  at  his  peril  if  he  offers 
one  farthing  too  little.  In  the  supposed  action  for  not 
taking  away  the  chattel,  if  maintainable  at  all,  the  bailee 
must  be  able  to  prove  that  he  was  ready  to  deliver  the 
chattel  on  being  paid  what  was  due,  so  that  it  would  be 
at  his  peril  if  he  demanded  one  farthing  too  much :  and, 
even  if  it  were  to  be  assumed  that  the  shipwrights  here 
had  fulfilled  that  condition,  they  would  but  have  had  a 
right  to  some  unliquidated  damages,  and  could  not  have 
a  right  to  detain  the  ship  till  they  were  paid  whatever 
sum  they  chose  to  assume  was  the  right  amount. 

Cur,  adv.  vulL 


Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  judgment. 

We  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances  stated 
in  the  special  case,  the  defendants  are  not  entitled  to 
retain  the  sum  paid  to  them  in  respect  of  the  item  of 
567/.,  or  any  other  sum,  as  a  compensation  for  the  use 
of  their  dock  in  detaining  the  plaintifis*  ship.  As  arti- 
ficers who  had  expended  their  labour  and  materials  in 
repairing  the  ship  which  the  plaintiffs  had  delivered  to 
them  to  be  repaired,  the  defendants  had  a  lien  on  the 
ship  for  the  amount  of  the  sum  due  to  them  for  these 
repairs ;  but  wc  do  not  find  any  ground  on  which  their 
claim  can  be  supported  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of  their 
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dock  while  they  detained  the  ship  under  the  lien  against 
the  will  of  the  owners.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any 
special  contract  for  such  a  payment.  The  defendants 
gave  notice  that  they  would  demand  21/.  a  day  for  the 
use  of  their  dock  during  the  detention :  but  the  plaintiffs 
denied  their  liability  to  make  any  such  payment,  and 
insisted  on  their  right  to  have  their  ship  immediately 
delivered  up  to  them.  Nor  does  any  custom  or  usage 
appear  to  authorize  such  a  claim  for  compensation,  even 
supposing  that  a  wharfinger  with  whom  goods  had  been 
deposited,  he  being  entitled  to  warehouse  rent  for  them 
from  the  time  of  the  deposit,  might  claim  a  continuation 
of  the  payment  during  the  time  he  detains  them  in  the 
exercise  of  right  of  lien  till  the  arrears  of  warehouse 
rent  due  for  them  is  paid  (see  Bex  v.  Humphery  (a)  ) : 
there  is  no  ground  for  a  similar  claim  here,  as  there  was 
to  be  no  separate  payment  for  the  use  of  the  dock  while 
the  ship  was  under  repair,  and  the  claim  only  commences 
from  the  refusal  to  deliver  her  up.  The  onus  therefore 
is  cast  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  that,  by  the  general 
law  of  Englandy  an  artificer  who,  exercising  his  right  of 
lien,  detains  a  chattel,  in  making  or  repairing  which  he 
has  expended  his  labour  and  materials,  has  a  claim 
against  the  owner  for  taking  care  of  the  chattel  while 
it  is  so  detained.  But  the  claim  appears  to  be  quite 
novel ;  and,  on  principle,  there  is  great  difficulty  in 
supporting  it  either  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto.  The 
owner  of  the  chattel  can  hardly  be  supposed  to  have 
promised  to  pay  for  the  keeping  of  it  while,  against  his 
will,  he  is  deprived  of  the  use  of  it ;  and  there  seems 
no  consideration  for  such  a  promise.  Then  the  chattel 
can  hardly  be  supposed  to  be  wrongfully  left  in  the 
possession  of  the  artificer,  when  the  owner  has  been 

(a)    M'Cl  §■  Y,  173. 


1858. 


British 

Empibk 

Shipping 

Company 

V. 
SOUEB. 


366 


TRINITY  TERM, 


1858. 


British 
Empiri 
Shipping 
Company 

▼. 
Somes. 


prevented  by  the  artificer  from  taking  possession  of  it 
himself.  If  such  a  claim  can  be  supported,  it  must  con- 
stitute a  debt  from  the  owner  to  the  artificer^  for  which 
an  action  might  be  maintained:  when  does  the  debt 
arise,  and  when  is  the  action  maintainable  ?  It  has  been 
held  that  a  coachmaker  cannot  claim  any  right  of  detainer 
for  standage,  unless  there  be  an  express  contract  to  that 
effect,  or  the  owner  leaves  his  property  on  the  premises 
beyond  a  reasonable  time,  and  after  notice  has  been 
given  him  to  remove  it ;  Hartley  v.  Hitchcock  {a). 

The  right  of  detaining  goods  on  which  there  is  a  lien 
is  a  remedy  to  the  party  aggrieved  which  is  to  be  enforced 
by  his  own  act ;  and,  where  such  a  remedy  is  permitted, 
the  common  law  does  not  seem  generally  to  give  him  the 
costs  of  enforcing  it  Although  the  lord  of  a  manor  be 
entitled  to  amends  for  the  keep  of  a  horse  which  he  has 
seized  as  an  estray  (Henly  v.  Walsh  {b)  ),  the  distrainor  of 
goods  which  have  been  replevied  cannot  claim  any  lien 
upon  them ;  BradyU  v.  Ball  (c).  So,  where  a  horse  was 
distrained  to  compel  an  appearance  in  a  hundred  court, 
it  was  held  that,  after  appearance,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
justify  detaining  the  horse  for  his  keep  (</). 

If  cattle  are  distrained  damage  feasant,  and  impounded 
in  a  pound  overt,  the  owner  of  the  cattle  must  feed 
them ;  if  in  a  pound  covert  or  close,  ^*  the  cattle  are  to 
be  sustained  with  meat  and  drink  at  the  peril  of  him 
that  distraineth,  and  he  shall  not  have  any  satisfaction 
therefore"  («). 

For  these  reasons,  on  the  question  submitted  to  us, 
we  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


(a)  1  Stark.  408. 
(c)  1  Bro,  C.  C.  427. 


(6)  2  Salk.  686. 
(rf)  Bui  N  P.  45. 


(e)  Co,  LHi.  47.  b. 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

The  British  Empire  Shipping  Company,  Limited,  [  7v«dr»y. 
against  Joseph  Somes,  Frederick  Somes  and  ^*^'^^^»^^^^] 
Samuel  Francis  Somes. 

The    defendants   alleged    error,   in   the    Exchequer  For  marginal 
Chamber,  in  the  above  judgment    The  plaintifiB  denied  ^sa!'  "^  ^' 
the  error. 

Montague  Smithy  for  the  party  alleging  error  (defendants 
below).  In  this  case  it  must  be  implied  that  the  shipowners 
contracted  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  dock  so  long  as  their 
ship  was  necessarily  there,  whether  under  claim  of  lien 
or  not.  In  practice,  a  warehouseman  in  the  city  always 
charges  warehouse  rent  up  to  the  day  when  the  goods 
are  taken  away,  without  regard  to  whether  they  have  been 
detained  under  a  lien  or  not  It  is  said  that  this  is  by 
virtue  of  a  contract ;  but  all  liens  are  created  by  contract 
[Bramwell  B,  I  doubt  that.  It  sometimes  appears  that 
persons  have,  in  making  a  contract,  stipulated  for  a 
remedy  in  case  of  its  being  broken ;  but,  in  the  absence 
of  something  of  that  sort,  it  is  a  safe  rule  of  construction 
that  people  in  making  contracts  contemplate  that  they 
will  be  performed.  Your  argument  goes  on  the  assump- 
tion that  every  one  who  does  work  on  a  chattel  always 
does  so  in  the  expectation  that  payment  will  be  refused 
till  he  enforces  it]  Such  a  contract  certainly  is  made  in 
the  case  of  a  wharfinger.  \^ChanneH  B.  In  this  case  is 
there  any  evidence  of  a  contract  originally  to  pay  any 
thing  in  the  nature  of  rent  for  the  keeping  of  the  ship  ?] 
The  original  contract  is  contained  in  the  letters  which 
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agree  that  there  shall  be  a  charge  for  the  use  of  the 
graving  dock.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  A  stipulation  on  the 
part  of  shipwrights  for  such  a  right  as  here  claimed 
might  be  reasonable:  and,  if  there  was  any  evidence  of  a 
custom  to  ^ive  it  to  them,  it  might  be  readily  acquiesced 
in :  but  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  either,  it  being 
clear  that  the  law  gives  the  artificer  an  option  to  detain 
the  chattel,  but  does  not  bind  him  to  do  so,  can  we  say 
that  the  law  annexes  a  further  incident  that  the  owner 
of  the  chattel  shall  pay  for  the  detention  against  his  will  ? 
No  authority  to  that  effect  was  cited  below ;  has  any 
been  found  since  ?]  It  must  be  owned  that  there  is  an 
utter  want  of  authority  on  the  point  either  way. 


Blackburn^  for  the  party  denying  error  (plain tifis  below), 
was  not  called  upon. 

CoGRBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
must  be  affirmed.  I  have  but  little  to  say  in  addition 
to  what  has  already  been  thrown  out  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  It  is  not  for  us,  sitting  here  judicially, 
to  annex  an  incident  to  the  law  without  authority  and 
without  precedent,  however  beneficial  it  might  be. 
Such  a  right  as  is  here  claimed  might  be  annexed  as 
an  incident  to  a  bailment  by  a  usage  of  trade  to  that 
effect,  but  not  otherwise. 


Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  cannot 
assent  to  Mr.  SmitJi's  contention  that  there  is  any  evi- 
dence in  this  case  of  a  contract  to  give  such  a  right  as 
is  claimed.  Such  a  contract  may  in  some  cases  be 
inferred  from  usage  of  trade:  but  in  the  present  case 
there  is  no  more  reason  for  inferring  such  a  contract 
than  in  the  analogous  case  of  a  distress. 
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Crowder  J.  I  also  see  no  reason  for  annexing  as  a 
matter  of  law  this  incident  hitherto  unheard  of.  There 
would  be  no  difficulty  in  making  a  contract  to  give  it : 
but  here  is  no  such  contract 

Braxwbll  B.  The  burthen  lies  on  Mr.  Smith  to 
shew  that  such  a  lien  exists  either  by  law  or  by  contract 
It  is  enough  to  say  he  fails  in  doing  so :  but,  if  the  onus 
were  the  other  way,  I  should  think  a  contract  disproved. 
It  b  very  improbable  that,  when  taking  the  ship  in  to  do 
the  work,  the  shipwrights  and  shipowners  contemplated 
that  there  would  be  any  difficulty  about  the  payment 
I  see  much  to  make  me  say  it  would  have  been  prudent 
to  make  a  contract  as  a  security,  nothing  to  lead  me  to 
infer  that  such  a  contract  was  made. 

Watson  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
analogy  between  a  lien  and  a  distress  at  common  law 
very  strong;  and  the  authorities  are  decisive  that  at 
common  law  the  distrainor  had  no  compensation  for  the 
costs  of  impounding  the  chattel,  or  of  feeding  it  if  he 
did  so. 
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Channell  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  shipwrights  could  not  be  entitled  to  the  right  they 
claim  unless  there  was  a  contract  to  give  it  to  them.  If 
it  had  been  part  of  the  original  agreement  that  a  charge 
in  the  nature  of  standage  or  warehouse  rent  should  be 
paid  for  the  custody  of  the  ship,  it  might  have  been 
one  element  from  which  an  agreement  to  continue  that 
payment  during  the  detention  might  have  been  inferred. 
Without  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  whether  that  cir* 
cumstance,  if  it  had  existed,  would  alone  have  been 
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enough  to  justify  the  inference  of  such  a  contract,  I  say 

that  I  cannot  agree  with  Mr.  Smith  in  thinking  that  the 

charge  for  the  dock  here  was  in  that  nature.     It  seems 

to  me  only  one  item  in  the  price  for  the  work,  labour 

and  materials. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


WedmeMtUty, 
May  26th. 


Waddington,  Elliott,  Wilcox,  Websteb, 
Spbague  and  Clabke  against  The  Guardians 
of  the  Poor  of  the  City  of  London  Union. 


The  Union  of 
L.,  formed 
under  ttat. 
4  &  5  fT.  4. 
c.  76.,  con- 


A    CASE,  of  which  the  material  parts  were  as  follows, 
was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  by  consent 
of  parties,  and  by  order  of  a  Judge,  pursuant  to  sect  46 
eight  parUhesf  ot  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  &  16 

Vict.  c.  76.). 


and  had  a 
Board  of 
Guardians 

annually  elected-  In  F^uary,  1857,  large  sums  were  owing  to  tradesmen  for  food  &c., 
supplied  to  the  poor  of  the  Union,  and  which  had  been  incurred  principally  in  1 856,  and 
partly  in  preceding  years.  The  arrears  were  owing  to  embezzlements  by  M.  and  P. 
M.  had  been  appointed  by  the  Guardians  collector  for  nine  of  the  parishes ;  which 
appointment  had  been  confirmed  by  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners.  P.  was  assistant  clerk 
of  the  Guardians.  The  Guardians  had  ordered  Af.  to  pay  the  rates  collected  for  the  nine 
parishes  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Union.  M.  appropriated  the  greater  part,  and,  in  concert 
with  P.,  made  false  entries  in  the  Union  ledger,  representing  the  sums  as  having  been  all 
paid  to  the  treasurer.  The  accounts  made  out  from  these  entries  were  produced  to  the 
auditor  and  certified  by  him  as  correct.  P.  had  appropriated  cheques  drawn  in  favour  of 
tradesmen,  which  were  entered  as  payments  in  the  accounts  which  were  audited  and  passed 
as  correct.  The  Guardians  had  also  overdrawn  the  treasurer's  account  to  a  large  amount 
accruing  during  several  years  before  February  1857.  The  embezzlements  by  M.  and  P., 
and  the  consequent  arrears  to  the  tradesmen,  were  first  discovered  in  December  1856.  No 
call  was  after  that  made  on  the  parishes  until  FtbYnary  1867,  when  the  then  clerk  of  the 
Union,  under  article  81  of  The  Cousolidatcd  Order  made  24th  July  1847  by  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners,  ascertained  the  costs  to  each  parish  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  esti- 
mating as  "  extraordinary  charges*'  for  the  ensuing  half  year  the  amount  of  the  arrears  to 
the  tradesmen  and  the  debt  to  the  treasurer,  and  divided  the  whole  among  the  different 
parishes:  and  the  Guardians,  under  article  82,  made  orders,  on  17th  February  1857,  on 
the  overseers  of  the  several  parishes  for  payment.  A  parish,  not  being  one  of  the  nine  for 
which  M.  collected,  disputed  the  validity  of  the  order.     All  previous  calls  had  been  paid. 

Held  (before  sUt.  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  49.)  that  the  order  vku  wholly  bad,  as  being  partly 
in  the  nature  of  a  retrospective  rate,  though  in  fact  there  were  items,  besides  those  men- 
tioned, free  from  objection. 

The  more  so,  as  it  appeared  that  there  had  been  great  changes  in  the  occupation  of 
rateable  property  in  the  parish. 

By  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench. 
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The  plaintifls,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  order        i858. 
hereinafter  mentioned,   were    the   chmtjhwardens  and   wTddikotoh 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Saint  Stephen    Q^^j^n^of 
Coleman  Street,  in  the  City  of  London  ;  which,  together       J^kdom 
with  ninety  seven  other  parishes,  during  all  the  time 
hereinafter    mentioned,   was,    and    still    is,    comprised 
within  the  City  of  London  Union ;  and  which  Union 
was  formed  in  the  year  1837,  under  the  provisions  of 
Stat.  4  &  5  fFI  4.  c.  76.  (The  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act),   under   which    boards   of  guardians   have   been 
annually  elected,  and  have  entered  into  office  for  the 
said  Union. 

Under  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
Act,  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  for  England  and 
Wales^  from  time  to  time,  made  and  issued  divers  rules, 
orders  and  regulations.  It  is  agreed  that,  if  either  party 
should  wish  to  refer  to  any  order  or  orders  of  the  Poor 
Law- Commissioners  not  set  out  in  the  body  of  the 
present  case,  such  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  do  so; 
and  that,  for  this  purpose,  the  orders  shall  be  taken  to 
be  as  set  out  in  the  book  entitled  '*  The  Consolidated 
and  other  Orders  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  and 
of  the  Poor  Law  Board"  &c.,  by  WtlKam  Cunninffham 
Glen,  a  copy  of  which  accompanies  this  case,  and 
which  copy,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  said  rules,  orders 
and  regulations,  is  to  be  taken  to  form  part  of  this 
case  (a). 

(a)  The  references  in  the  text  are  made  to  the  Ath  edition,  London,  1 859. 
The  references  in  the  case,  as  originally  stated,  were  to  an  earlier  edition. 

The  orders  not  set  oat  in  the  body  of  the  case,  bat  referred  to  in  argu- 
ment in  the  Courts  of  Qaeen*s  Bench  and  Exchequer  Chamber,  were  the 
foUowing. 

'*  The  Consolidated  Order."  dated  24th  July,  1847. 

Article  41  (p.  20.).     "At  every  ordinary  meeting  of  the  Guardians 
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Waddikgton  Commissioners  as  aforesaid,  and  dated  24th  July  1847, 
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the  business  sball,  as  far  as  may  be  convenient,  be  conducted  in  the 
following  order. 

**  Firstly"  &c.  "  Sixthly. — They  shall  examine  the  treasurer's  account, 
and  shall,  when  necessary,  make  orders  on  the  overseers  or  other  proper 
authorities  of  the  several  parishes  in  the  Union,  for  providing  such  sums 
as  may  be  lawfully  required  by  the  Guardians  on  account  of  the  respective 
parishes." 

Article  50  (p.  29).  "  Every  contract  to  be  hereafter  made  by  any 
Guardians  shall  contain  a  stipulation  requiring  the  contractor  to  send  in 
his  bill  or  account  of  the  sum  due  to  him  for  goods  or  work,  on  or  before 
some  day  to  be  named  in  the  contract." 

P.  124.  **  Duties  of  the  clerk.  Art.  202.— The  following  shall  be  the 
duties  of  the  clerk  :  No.  1."  &c  "  No.  7.  To  ascertain,  before  every 
ordinary  meeting  of  the  Board,  the  balance  due  to  or  from  the  Union,  in 
account  with  the  treasurer,  and  to  enter  the  same  in  the  minute  book.** 

P.  133.    ''Duties  of  the  treasurer  of  the  Union.     Art.  203 The 

following  shall  be  the  duties  of  the  treasurer  of  the  Union : — No.  1."  &c. 
"  No.  3.  To  keep  an  account,  under  the  proper  dates,  of  all  moneys 
received  and  paid  by  him  as  such  treasurer,  to  balance  the  same  at  Lady 
Day  and  Michaehnuu  in  every  year,  and  to  render  an  account  of  such 
moneys  to  the  Guardians,  when  required  by  them  to  do  so.  No.  4. 
"Whenever  there  are  not  funds  belonging  to  the  Guardians  in  his  hands 
as  treasurer  of  the  Union,  to  report  in  writing  the  fact  of  such  deficiency 
to  the  Commissioners.** 

Article  220  (p.  171).  **  Every  clerk  receiving  any  cheque  or  money 
from  the  Guardians  on  account  of  any  other  party,  shall  transmit  the  same 
within  fourteen  days  to  the  proper  persons,  and  shall  produce  the  receipt 
or  acknowledgment  for  the  same  at  the  next  ordinary  meeting  after  the 
same  has  come  to  his  hands.** 

Form  M.  (p.  180),  entitled  "Order  for  Contribution,**  substantially 
corresponded  to  the  order  set  out  in  the  text,  p.  374. 

By  the  "Collection  of  Poor  Rate  Order,**  made  16th  March  1854,  it 
was  ordered  as  follows. 

Articled  (p.  397.).  <*  The  collector  shall  every  week  pay  over  all 
moneys  collected  by  him,  or  in  his  hands,  belonging  to  the  parish,  to  the 
banker  whom  the  overseers  may  direct,  to  be  placed  to  the  account  of  one 
or  more  of  them  ;  or,  if  directed  by  one  of  the  overseers,  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  Guardians  of  the  Union,  in  payment  of  any  order  from  such  Guar- 
dians then  due ;  or,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  direction,  shall  pay  the 
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addressed  to  the  City  of  London  Union,  and  many 
other  Unions,  and  commonly  distinguished  by  the  name 
of  The  Consolidated  Order,  it  is  provided  and  ordered 
as  follows. 

Article  81  (a).  "The  clerk"  (meaning  the  clerk  to 
the  Guardians,  see  Article  229)  "  shall,  four  weeks  at 
least  before  the  25  th  day  o(  March  and  the  29th  day  of 
September  respectively  in  each  year,  refer  to  and  ascer- 
tain the  cost  to  each  parish  in  the  Union  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  poor,  and  other  separate  charges,  as  well 
as  for  the  common  charges  incurred  in  the  half  of  the 
last  year,  corresponding  to  the  half  year  next  coming, 
and  shall  estimate  and,  as  near  as  may  be,  divide  amongst 
the  parishes  any  extraordinary  charges  to  which  the 
Union  may  be  liable  in  the  coming  half  year,  and  he 
shall  also  estimate  the  probable  balance  due  to  or  from 
the  parish  at  the  end  of  the  current  half  year,  and  shall 
then  prepare  the  orders  on  the  several  parishes  for  the 
sums  which,  upon  such  computation,  it  shall  appear 
necessary  for  them  to  contribute  to  the  expences  of 
the  Union  for  the  coming  half  year;  and  the  orders  so 
prepared  shall  be  laid  before  the  Guardians  for  their 
consideration,  three  weeks  at  least  before  the  expiration 
of  the  current  half  year." 

Article  82  (6).  "The  Guardians  shall  make  orders  on 
the  overseers  or  other  proper  authorities  of  every  parish 
of  the  Union,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  payment  to  the 
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lame  to  one  of  the  said  oveneera  in  person ;  provided  that  as  often  as  at 
anj  time  in  the  coarse  of  anj  week  the  snm  or  sums  of  money  in  the 
hands  of  snch  collector  belonging  to  the  parish  shall  together  exceed  fifty 
poonds,  he  shall  forthwith  pay  over  such  sum  or  sums  in  the  manner  herein- 
before directed.** 

(a)  Page  44.  (^)  Page  45. 
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1858.        Guardians  of  all  such  sums  as  may  be  required  by  them 
Waddington   for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  and  for  the 
Quartans  of    Contribution  of  the  parish  to  the  common  fund  of  the 
^nlon^       Union,  and  for  any  other  expences  chargeable  by  the 
Guardians  on  the  parish ;  and  in  such  orders  the  con- 
tributions shall  be  directed  to  be  paid  in  one  sum  or  by 
instalments,  on  days  specified,  as  to  the  Guardians  may 
seem  fit," 

On  the  17th  of  February  1857,  a  call  or  order  was 
made  according  to  form  M.  (a)  in  the  said  Consolidated 
Order,  by  the  then  Guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
Union  upon  the  then  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St  Stephen  Coleman  Street^ 
a  copy  whereof  is  as  follows. 

"  City  of  London  Union. 

"To  Messrs.  James  Waddington^  John  EUiotty  Isaac 
Wilcoxy  John  Webster^  William  Sprague  and  Jeremiah 
Clarhey  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of 
Saint  Stephen  Coleman  Street^  in  the  City  of  London. 

"You  are  hereby  ordered  and  directed  to  pay  to 
Samuel  George  Smith,  Esquire,  at  the  banking  house  of 
Messrs.  Smith,  Payne  and  Smith's,  No.  1,  Lombard  Street, 
in  the  city  of  London,  on  behalf  of  the  Guardians  of  the 
poor  of  the  City  of  London  Union,  the  sum  of  2,800^ 
from  the  poor  rates  of  the  said  parish  of  Saint  Stephen 
Coleman  Street,  towards  the  relief  of  the  poor  thereof, 
and  to  the  contribution  of  the  parish  to  the  common 
fund  of  the  Union,  and  such  other  expences  as  are 
chargeable  by  the  said  Guardians  on  the  said  parish. 
Such  sum  of  2,800/.  to  be  paid  by  instalments  at  the 
times  and  in  manner  following  (that  is  to  say") : 

(a)  Page  180. 
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"  The  sum  of  700i  on  or  before  the  20th  day  o{ March       i858. 
1857"  &c. ;   the  last  (fourth)  iustalment  on  or  before  Waddington 
20th  August  1857:   "and  to  take  the  receipt  of  the    ouaJj^njof 
said  Samuel  George  Smithy  indorsed  upon  this  paper,  for      ^^-^ 
the  said  sums  respectivelj. 

"  Given  under  our  hands  at  a  meeting  of  The  Guar- 
dians of  the  poor  of  the  City  of  London  Union,  held  on 
the  17th  day  o^  February  1857." 

"  Joseph  Taylor.     Presiding  chairman. 

"  Ja*.  Abbissy        "j  ^       „ 

^,     ^     ^  >  Guardians. 

"  Charles  Crane^  j 

"A. «/.  Baylis.  Acting  clerk  to  the  Guardians." 
Similar  orders  were  on  the  same  day  made  by  the 
said  Guardians  upon  each  of  the  other  parishes  com- 
prised within  the  said  Union.  And,  by  the  aggregate 
of  such  orders,  the  said  Guardians  sought  to  raise,  and 
ordered  to  be  raised,  a  sum  of  61,430^ 

Previously  to  the  29th  September  then  next  before  the 
making  of  the  said  order  of  the  17  th  day  of  February ^ 
1857,  for  the  purposes  of  complying  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  81st  section  of  the  Orders  of  the  said  Poor 
Law  Commissioners,  the  then  clerk  of  the  said  Guar- 
dians referred  to  and  ascertained  the  cost  to  each  parish 
in  the  said  Union  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and 
other  separate  charges,  as  well  as  for  the  common  charges 
incurred  in  the  last  half  year  corresponding  to  the  half 
year  next  ensuing.  The  said  clerk  also  estimated  the 
extraordinary  charges  to  which,  according  to  his  view 
(the  correctness  of  which  the  plaintiffs  dispute),  the 
Union  would  be  liable.  The  said  clerk,  in  his  estimate 
of  the  extraordinary  charges  to  which,  according  to  his 
view,  the  Union  would  be  liable  in  the  ensuing  half 
year,  inchided  the  amount  of  the  outstanding  debts  to 
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1858.  ^h®  tradesmen  of  the  Union,  and  the  advances  made  by 
Waddinoton  ^^®  treasurer  of  the  Union  and  not  repaid  to  him  as 
hereinafter  stated.  The  following  statement  was  pee- 
pared  by  him  of  the  aggregate  amount  required,  accord- 
ing to  his  view,  for  those  purposes,  and  submitted  to  the 
Board  of  Guardians. 

Abstract  of  tradesmen's  accounts. 


Goardians  of 

LOHDON 

Union. 


Date  of  first  item 
in  the  biU. 


1856.  /MM  24. 


Date  of  last  item  in 
the  bill. 


ISM.  Dceember  27. 


Names  of  tradesmen. 


Pnnrialons  Account. 


Lte  ^  SoHt. 


Trade. 


Bntchers 


Amonnt  of  each 
bill. 


£     a.    d. 
2886    16    9 


Total 

amount  of 

each  class  of 

bills. 


&c.  &c.  &c. 

Then  followed  items  for  Clothing  Account,  Out  Relief, 
Baking  Account,  Lunatics,  Loan  Account,  Funeral  Ac- 
count, Common  Charges  and  Establishment,  respectively. 
The  earliest  dated  item  was  29/1  I2s.  2d!,  for  ironmongery, 
June  24th,  1851 ;  and  the  items  latest  dated  were  2118/. 
I6s.  2d.  to  flour  factors,  and  36/.  2s.  6d.  to  newsvenders; 
both  dated  December  29th,  1856.  By  far  the  largest 
quantity  of  items,  both  in  number  and  amount,  were  of 
1856.     The  sum  total  was  23,154/.  I7s.  2d. 

The  case  then  proceeded  as  follows. 

£      s.    d. 
Debts  due  from  the  City  oi  London  Union 

to  tradesmen  to  Christmas^  1856  (say)  23000  0  0 
Balance   due  to  treasurer  to  December 

31st,  1856         •         .         .         •         • 
Estimated  expence  of  the  Union  to  Lady 

dayy  1857  (say)  .... 


4200    0    0 


15000    0    0 


Making  a  total  of 


.  £42200    0    0 
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Towards  which  amount  there  is  the  ar- 
rear  of  the  call  made  on  the  2d  Sep* 
iember,  1856,  amounting  to  about 

Leaving  a  sum  of    . 
Add  estimated  expenditure  from  Lady 
day^  1857»  to  Michaelmasy  1857 


£      8.    d. 


1858. 


10000     0 


Waddington 
0  ^* 

Guardiani  of 


32200     0     0 


29230    0    0 


£61430    0    0 


It  is  admitted,  but  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  onlv, 
that  all  the  said  sum  of  23,154/1  lis,  2d.  had  been  pro* 
perlj  incurred,  and  had  not  been  paid  to  the  tradesmen ; 
and  that  the  said  treasurer,  who  was  the  treasurer  of  the 
Union  named  in  the  said  Orders,  and  had  been  duly 
appointed  as  such  in  pursuance  of  the  Orders  of  the 
Poor  Law  Board,  had,  before  December  31st,  1856, 
made  advances  to  the  amount  of  4200/.  to  the  Guar- 
dians of  the  Union,  by  allowing  them  to  overdraw  their 
account  with  him  to  that  extent;  and  that  these  ad- 
vances had  not  been  replaced:  which  amount  is  the 
sum  entered  in  the  above  statement  as  '^Balance  due 
to  treasurer  to  December  31st,  1856."  And  that  the  said 
estimate  of  15,00021  for  the  expence  of  the  Union  to 
Lady  Day^  1857,  and  that  the  said  estimate  of  29,230/. 
for  expenditure  from  Lady  Day^  1857,  to  Michaelmas^ 
1857,  were  fair  and  reasonable  estimates. 

The  said  sum  of  61,430/.  was  apportioned  amongst 
the  various  parishes  of  the  said  Union  as  follows :  that  is 
to  say  :  each  parish  was  separately  charged  with  the 
sum  required  by  the  Guardians  for  the  relief  of  the  poor 
of  such  parish  for  the  period  specified ;  and  the  residue 
of  the  said  sum  of  61,430/.  was  apportioned  amongst 
the  various  parishes  of  the  Union  as  their  estimated 


London 
Union. 
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1868.  rateable  contribution  to  the  common  fund  of  the  Union, 

Waodimgtoh  ®"^  other  expences  assumed  to  be  chargeable  by  the 

G   rJ'       r  ^^  Guardians  on  the  said  parishes  respectively^  ac- 

LoNDON  cording  to  the  proportions  last  fixed  by  the  Poor  Law 

Union. 

Board,  in  pursuance  of  sect.  28  of  stat.  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76. 
And  the  said  Orders  were  prepared  by  the  said  clerk  of 
the  Guardians  according  to  such  computation  and  ap- 
portionment,  and  laid  before  the  said  Guardians  accord- 
ing to  the  said  articles,  and  made  and  issued  by  them 
accordingly.   To  this  apportionment  the  plaintiffs  object. 

The  plaintifis  object  to  the  said  statement  or  estimate 
on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  by  the  dates,  which  are 
admitted  to  be  correct,  that  it  includes  alleged  debts 
which  had  been  accruing  for  several  previous  years; 
and  that  the  alleged  debt  of  4200/.  to  the  treasurer  had 
been  gradually  accruing  during  several  years  previously 
to  the  said  17th  February  1857  ;  which  is  admitted  by 
the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  further  object  to  this  statement  or  esti- 
mate on  the  ground  that  such  alleged  debts,  or  a  portion 
of  them,  ought  to  have  been  paid  out  of  moneys  raised 
by  calls  or  orders  previously  made.  Such  non-payment 
in  fact  arose  from  the  frauds  and  embezzlements  of  two 
of  the  officers  of  the  Union,  viz.  Charles  Guerrino 
Mafiini  and  John  Paul. 

The  said  C  G.  Manini  was,  on  the  16  th  May  1843, 
appointed  by  the  Board  of  Guardians  collector  for  nine 
of  the  parishes  of  the  Union,  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Stephen  Coleman  Street  not  being  one  of  those  nine. 
This  appointment  was  duly  confirmed  by  the  Poor  Law 
Board.  And,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  Manini  thereupon  entered  into  a  bond  with 
two  sureties  (from  whom  nothing  has  been  or  could  be 
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recovered)  in  the  penal  sum  of  500/.  to  the  Board  of        1858. 
Guardians,  for  the  faithful  performance  of  his  duties,    waddimgtoh 
Manim  collected  the  whole  of  the  rates  levied  for  the    Qq^^,  ^f 
relief  of  the  poor  in  such  nine  parishes.      His  orders       Londoh 
from  the  Guardians  were  to  pay  the  whole  amount  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  Union,  to  be  placed  by  the  clerk  of 
the  Union  to  the  credit  of  the  respective  nine  parishes 
in  the   Union   accounts,   the  parish  officers  receiving 
cheques  from  time  to  time,  from  the  Board  of  Guar- 
dians, for  moneys  required  by  them  for  parochial  pay- 
ments not  connected  with  the  Union.     Shortly  before 
the  making  of  the  said  order  or  call  of  17  th  February 
1857,  Manim  had  absconded,  having  embezzled,  from 
the  money  so  collected  by  him  for  the  rates  of  the  said 
nine  parishes,  large  sums  of  money,  amounting,  as  has 
since  been  ascertained,  to  22,407/.  8s.  2cL 

The  said  John  Paul  had  been  duly  appointed,  and 
was,  the  assistant  clerk  of  the  Board  of  Guardians. 
Returns  were  laid  by  J,  Paul  before  the  Board  of 
Guardians  weekly,  shewing  that  large  sums  had  been 
paid  to  the  treasurer  by  Manini  on  account  of  the  said 
several  nine  parishes,  which  sums  were  carried  to  their 
credit  in  the  Union  parochial  ledger.  The  greater  por- 
tion of  which  accounts  never  reached  the  treasurer*s 
hands,  but  were  in  fact  embezzled  by  Manim. 

The  returns  were  thus  false ;  and  they  were  in  this 
respect  false  to  the  knowledge  of  both  3fa;iini  and  Paul; 
and  Manini  and  Paul  acted  in  concert  in  making  this 
false  representation  by  means  of  returns  so  laid  before 
the  Board  of  Guardians. 

The  parochial  accounts  were  regularly  produced  to 
ihe  district  auditor,  signed  by  the  parish  officers;  but 
these  ac<:ounts  were  made  up  from  figures  and  returns 
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1868.  concocted  by  ManinU  and  banded  by  him  to  the  parish 

Waddinqtow  ^®^®^>  fro™  which  they  were  copied  into  their  receipt 

T.*  and  payment  book.     Thus  credits  were  given  for  large 

London  sums  which  never  reached  the  treasurer's  hands:   and 


Union. 


the  balance  sheets  of  the  overseers'  receipts  and  pay- 
ments were  signed  by  the  auditor,  with  the  usual  memo- 
randum at  the  foot,  certifying  the  balance  to  be  correct. 
The  parochial  accounts  had  been  audited  up  tq  the  29th 
September  1856.  These  fraudulent  entries  have  been 
published  in  the  annual  statement  of  accounts,  which 
was  printed  and  circulated  by  order  of  the  Guardians^ 
up  to  Lady  Day,  1856. 

The  said  J.  Paul  defrauded  the  said  Union  of  various 
sums  of  money,  amounting  to  3000/.  at  the  least,  by 
appropriating  to  his  own  use  orders  or  cheques  drawn 
in  favour  of  tradesmen  of  the  said  Union,  and  which 
were  entrusted  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  being  handed 
by  him  to  such  tradesmen,  and  which  were  not  in  fact 
so  handed  over.  In  some  of  the  accounts,  so  audited 
and  published  as  aforesaid,  some  portions  of  the  debts 
included  in  the  said  statement  or  estimate  of  the  said 
clerk  of  the  said  Guardians  were  entered  and  debited  as 
paid ;  and  the  said  accounts,  though  fraudulently  con- 
cocted, were  so  audited  and  passed  as  correct,  and 
acquiesced  in  by  all  parties. 

Manini  and  Paul  absconded  in  December  1856.  The 
former  has  not  yet  been  apprehended.  The  latter  was 
apprehended,  and  convicted  of  felony,  and  sentenced  to 
transportation. 

The  frauds  and  embezzlements  aforesaid  were  first 
discovered  in  December  1856:  and  the  call  made  in 
February  1857  was  the  first  call  made  after  such  dis- 
covery.   In  making  the  estimate  for  such  call,  the  deficit 
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resulting  from  the  said  frauds  and  embezzlements  was        1868. 
treated  as  an  extraordinary  charge   upon  the  Union;    waddihqtoh 
and  so  the  several  debts  aforesaid  were  included  in  the    q^^^',^  ^f 
said  statement  or  estimate  as  chargeable  upon  the  funds       London 
of  the  whole  Union.     And,  assuming  that  they  were  so 
chargeable,  the  said  parish  of  St  Stephen  Coleman  Street 
was  charged  with  its  fair  proportion  by  the  said  order  or 
call  of  February  1857  ;  and  the  amount  of  the  said  order 
or  call  was  on  that  assumption  correct. 

All  calls  or  orders  made  upon  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Stephen  Coleman  Street  previously  to  the  making  of  the 
said  call  or  order  of  17th  February  1857  had,  previously 
to  the  making  of  such  last  mentioned  call  or  order,  been 
fully  paid  and  obeyed. 

The  said  parish  of  St.  Stephen  Coleman  Street  contains 
upwards  of  five  hundred  houses  or  tenements,  which 
were  separately  assessed  to  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  in  every  year  for  six  or  seven  years  now  last  past ; 
during  which  last  mentioned  period  there  have  been 
changes  in  the  occupations  and  rateable  value  of  such 
houses  and  tenements.  Many  valuable  messuages,  tene- 
ments and  premises,  which  were,  during  all  or  some  of 
the  years  in  which  the  said  old  alleged  outstanding  debts 
were  in  the  manner  stated  accruing,  chargeable  with 
the  poor  rates,  and  of  which  the  occupiers  were  during 
such  year  or  parts  of  years  liable  in  common  with  other 
occupiers  of  premises  within  the  said  Union  to  be  rated 
and  assessed  to  the  poor  rates  of  the  several  parishes 
comprised  therein,  and  were  well  able  so  to  contribute 
rateably,  and  did  in  fact  contribute,  towards  the  pay- 
ment of  the  expences  in  respect  of  which  the  said  old 
alleged  outstanding  debts  accrued,  were,  during  all  the 
period  between  the  17th  of  February  1857  and  29th  of 
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1858.        September  18579  pulled  down  and  unoccupied,  and  not 
Waddikgtoh  rateable  or  assessable  to  the  poor  rates,  or  liable  so  to 
^^^^^  ^    contribute.     And  many  persons  have  become  the  occu- 
LoHDON      pigjg  of  tenements  within  the  said  parish  or  Union  since 
the  said  old  outstanding  debts  respectively  accrued  and 
became  due,  who  would  not  have  been  liable  to  con- 
tribute to  the  expences  in  respect  of  which  such  debts 
accrued  by  virtue  of  any  poor  rates  made  previously  to 
the  17th  o{  February  1857.     And  such  persons  are  now 
liable  to  be  respectively  assessed  to  the  poor  rates  of 
parishes  comprised  in  the  said  Union,  and  thus  be  liable 
to  contribute  towards  the  payment  of  such  old  outstand- 
ing debts,  if  the  said  call  or  order  of  17th  February 
1857  is  a  valid   and  legal  order,  enforceable  for  the 
amount  for  which  it  is  made. 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintifis  that  the  said  order  or 
call  is  altogether  bad  in  law,  and  cannot  be  enforced : 
and  .that,  even  if  good  as  to  any  part,  it  is  bad  and 
cannot  be  enforced  for  such  portion  as  relates  to  the 
quota  of  the  said  parish  of  St  Stephen  Coleman  Street 
of  the  said  alleged  debts  included  in  the  said  statement 
or  estimate  as  aforesaid. 

The  case  then  set  out  a  correspondence  between 
lliomas  Janesy  vestry  clerk  of  the  parish  of  St  Stephen 
Coleman  Street^  on  behalf  of  the  officers  of  that  parish, 
and  the  treasurer  of  the  Union,  and  the  deputy  chairman 
of  the  Guardians  of  the  Union  and  their  solicitor.  The 
correspondence  commenced  on  23d  March  1857  and 
ended  on  28  th  AprU  1857.  It  related  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  poor  during  the  continuance  of  the  dispute, 
and  to  the  best  means  of  bringing  the  questions  before 
the  Court. 

The  case  then  stated  the  questions  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  to  be : 
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1st,  Whether   the   said  call  or  order   of  the   17th        1858. 

February  1857  is  a  valid  and  enforceable  call  or  order  Waddihoton 

for  the  whole,  or  for  any,  and  what,  portion  of  the  said  q^jJI{     ^ 
sum  of  2800/.  Lohdoh 

UnioD. 

2d.  Whether  the  plaintiffs  or  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Stephen  Coleman  Street  are  liable  and  bound  in  law  to 
pay  any,  and  what,  portion  of  the  said  sum  of  2800/1 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  call  or 
order  is  not  valid  or  enforceable,  and  that  the  plaintifls 
are  not  liable  or  bound  to  pay  any  portion  of  the  said 
sum  of  28002L,  then  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintifis  for  the  sum  of  5/.  5^. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  call  or 
order  is  valid  and  enforceable,  or  that  the  plaintiffs  or 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  for  the  time  being  of 
the  said  parish  of  St.  Stephen  Coleman  Street  are  liable 
and  bound  in  law  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  said  sum  of 
2800/.,  then  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defend- 
ants. 

And  the  parties  agree  that  the  sum,  if  any,  to  be  paid 
by  the  plaintiffs  or  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
for  the  time  being  of  the  parish  of  Saint  Stephen  Cole^ 
man  Street  shall,  as  the  Court  shall  be  pleased  to  direct, 
be  fixed  either  by  the  said  Court,  or  by  such  arbitrator 
as  the  Court  shall  name,  upon  such  principles  as  the 
Court  shall  be  pleased  to  lay  down. 

And  the  parties  agree  that  the  costs  of  the  whole 
proceedings,  including  those  of  the  present  and  any 
future  arbitration,  shall  be  paid  by  either  party  as  the 
said  Court  shall  be  pleased  to  direct,  or  by  the  several 
parties  in  such  proportions  respectively  as  the  Court 
shall  be  pleased  to  direct 
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1858.  The  case  was  argued  in  last  Term  (a). 

Waddington 

Gaari'aMof  ^*  HawkxM^  for  the  plaintifis.  The  order  of  17  th 
^Son"  ^tfimary,  1857,  is  bad,  being,  as  to  a  part  at  least,  for 
retrospective  purposes.  That  this  is  contrary  to  general 
principle  appears  from  the  language  of  Lord  Kenyan  in 
Durrant  v.  Boys  (6),  Rex  v.  Wavell  (c).  Rex  v.  Maulden{d), 
Rex  V.  Churchwardens  of  Dursley(e).  The  reason  is 
that,  by  such  a  practice,  parties  would  become  liable 
who  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  expence  incurred ;  and 
in  the  present  case  the  facts  stated  shew  that  this  con- 
sequence would  work  enormous  injustice.  Nor  is  this 
altered  by  stat.  4  &  5  ^  4.  c.  76.  Sect*  15  authorizes 
the  Commissioners  to  make  rules:  and  under  this 
authority  The  Consolidated  Order  mentioned  in  the  case 
has  been  made.  By  the  6th  regulation  in  Article  41 
the  Guardians  of  Unions,  at  every  ordinary  meeting,  are 
to  examine  the  treasurer*s  account,  and  to  make  orders 
on  the  overseers  of  the  parishes  for  providing  the  sums 
which  the  Guardians  require  on  account  of  the  parishes. 
By  Art  81  the  clerk  of  the  Union  is,  every  half  year, 
to  ascertain  the  half  yearly  charges  of  maintenance,  and 
to  ^*  estimate"  and  divide  among  the  parishes  *'any 
extraordinary  charges  to  which  the  Union  may  be  liable 
in  the  coming  half  year,"  and  to  ^^  prepare  the  orders  on 
the  several  parishes  for  the  sums  which,  upon  such  com- 
putation, it  shall  appear  necessary  for  them  to  contribute 
to  the  expences  of  the  Union  for  the  coming  half  year." 
By  Art  82  the  Guardians  are  to  make  the  orders.   And 

(a)  April  27 ih,  1858.     Before  Lord  CampbeU  C.  J.,  Erie  and  Cramp- 
ton  Jf.     ffightmam  J.  was  present  during  the  early  part  of  tbe  argument 
(6)  6  7.  /?.  580.  (c)  1  Doug,  116. 

(d)  8  -B.  §•  C.  78.  («)  b  A.^  B,  10. 
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it  is  ander  this  aaihority  that  it  is  sought  to  uphold  the        1858. 

order  now  in  question.     The  defendants  here  contend  Waddingtoii 

that   ^*  extraordinary    charges"    include    any  liabilities    GuardUmof 

which  may  exist  in  the  course  of  the  half  year,  how-       ^^" 

ever  long  back  such  liabilities  may  have  been  incurred 

But,  upon  the  principles  abeady  pointed  out,  they  can 

include  only  liabilities  which  will  accrue  from  time  to 

time  for  current  expences.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    You 

are  certainly  entitled  to  succeed,  if  you  shew  that  you 

are  not  liable;  and  you  arc  not  bound  to  point  out  who  is. 

But  can  you  suggest  who  is  ?]     It  is  not  easy  to  do  so : 

it  rather  seems  that  the  tradesmen  or  the  treasurer  have 

no  remedy  against  the  parochial  authorities:  the  debt 

should  not  have  been  allowed  to  run  on.     What  the 

clerk  may  '^estimate,"  under  Article  81,  appears  from  a 

decision  on  an  analogous  provision  in  stat  5  &  6  ^.  4. 

c  76.  «.  92.,  Woods  v.  Reed  {a\  where  it  was  held  that  the 

council  of  a  municipal  borough  cannot,  in  estimating  the 

sum  required  for  carrying  the  Act  into  effect,  include  past 

expences.     Here,  from  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of 

the  Union  authorities,  a  fraud  is  committed  which  is  but 

recently  discovered.     The  fraud  consbted  in  concealing 

the  non-payment  of  the  tradesmen's  bills  and  the  advance 

from  the  treasiuer.    But  the  date  of  the  discovery  of  the 

fraud  is  not  the  date  of  the  accruing  of  the  liability. 

[Erk  J.     Suppose  a  collector  absconds  on  the  last  day 

of  any  half  year:  how  is  that  to  be  met?     Are  the 

paupers  to  starve  ?  '  Wightman  J.    Or  suppose  a  loss  by 

fire  on  that  day.]     That  might  perhaps  alter  the  case : 

the  Guardians  might  say  that  they  had  done  all  in  their 

power.    But  here  the  liabilities  now  exist  through  the 

(a)  2  M.^  W.  777. 
B.   B.   &   E.  2   C 
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1858.  n^lect  of  the  Guardians.  The  articles  clearly  are 
Waddwotoh  fr*°^^  ^^^^  ^  ^®w  to  a  speedy  settlement  of  all  liabili- 
GaardUns  of  ^^^  [JSrle  J.  That  seems  to  bo  so :  yet  you  cannot 
London  insist  that  every  loaf  of  bread  must  be  paid  for  by  ready 
money.]  The  debts  ought  to  be  included  in  the  earliest 
practicable  estimate.  Next,  as  to  these  particular  chaiges, 
Manini  was  collector  for  nine  parishes  only,  which  do 
not  include  that  of  the  plaintiffs :  the  money  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  servant  of  the  nine  parishes.  As  to  the 
debt  owing  to  the  treasurer,  it  cannot  be  included  at 
all:  it  is^simply  for  money  borrowed  by  the  individoaL 
By  Article  203,  No.  4,  the  treasurer  is  to  report  to  the 
Guardians  whenever  he  has  not  in  his  hands  funds 
belonging  to  the  Union :  there  is  no  authority  to  borrow 
or  advance.  Then,  if  the  order  be  bad  for  part,  it  is 
bad  totally  (a) :  a  new  and  valid  order  most  be  issued. 
The  correspondence  shews  that  the  plaintiflis  ought  to  be 
allowed  the  costs. 

Pashky,  contr^     The  tradesmen,  who  have  supplied 
articles  not  paid  for,  may  recover  from  the  G%iardian% 
who  are  a  corporation  under  stats.  5  &  6  fFf'4.  e.  68. 
«.  7.J  5  &  6  Vict  c.  57.  &  16.  Then  execution  mufitiiBftiie  on 
the  corporate  property,  to  replace  wbieh  a  rate>.clelitljF 
not  retrospective,  would  be  wanted :  !or  a  vate  m^t  Jb^ 
lud  to  satisfy  the  judgment.  [Lord  Can^fAdl  Q,J^  ■,  ^oUk} 
that  have  been  so,  in  cases  before  staU  4f&AIFj^3^*' 
c.  76*  ?]    There  were  then  no  corporatipi>^/to  io^|lr,j)>t< 
debt     It  appears  frpm  Harrison  v».  £6ci|u;y.(ti)  .^hi^ 
there  is  no  general  rule  of  law  prohibiting  a  retrospective 
rate:  the   question  must  depend  upon  the  particular 
Act  under  which  the  rate  is  laid.     It  is  absurd  to  sup- 
fa)  See  Rex  v.   The  Chapelvardtna  of  Haworth,  12  BuH^bA^^ 
(6)  2  H.  L,  Co.  108. 
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pose  that  a  rate  becomes  void  if  it  extend  back  to  a  msB. 
single  item.  [Erie  J.  In  Harrison  v.  Siiekney  (a)  the  waddihoton 
question  arose  as  to  works  done  under  a  drainage  Act :  Q^^J^ns  of 
such  works  must  become  necessary  at  very  uncertain  ^'i^^ 
times.]  In  Jones  v.  Johnson  ifi)  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  remarked  upon  Woods  v.  Reed  (c),  and  must 
be  considered  to  have  disallowed  the  authority  of  that 
case*  The  argument  on  the  other  side  answers  itself; 
for  it  was  found  necessary  to  contend  that  tradesmen, 
who  do  not  press  for  payment  of  their  bills,  are  without 
remedy.  The  neglect  of  duty  by  former  Guardians 
mi^  be  wrong,  or  even  criminal:  but  it  cannot  affect 
the  question  of  civil  action.  The  ^*  extraordinary 
charges"  are  those  which  already  have  accrued,  not 
merely,  if  at  all,  those  which  may  accrue.  The  Union 
had  become  liable  at  the  time  when  the  estimate  was 
made,  and  of  course  would  continue  to  be  so  in  the 
ensuing  half  year,  and  until  the  payments  should  be 
made.  No  distinction  can  be  made  between  the  nine 
paririiida  and  the  others :  the  money,  when  received,  was 
nioney  beiohging  to  the  Union  ;  and  the  whole  Union  is 
liable  to  ihe  loss,' as  it  would  have  been  if  the  Guardians 
bid  teeeividd  the  money  in  bank  notes  which  had  after* 
wiifda  been  accidentally  burned.  Pauly  the  assistant 
cMrk^  the  whole  Union,  is  a  party  to  Matdn^^  fraud, 
tfti^'l^nerar  system  was  intended  to  combine  parishes 
to|g;ettier:  '  Manini  may  have  been  appointed  by  the 
Gttkrdians,  without  the  consent  of  the  nine  parishes, 
vtnAtt  ^ct  46  of  Stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  e.  76. :  he  is,  pro-* 

(•)9jr.  ^.  Cb.106. 

(6)  7  Extk,  452,  in  tho  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Jones  t.  Johmon,  5  Exch.  862. 
(r)  2  M  ^  W.  777. 

2    C   2 
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1858.  P^rfy*  ^^  oflScer  of  the  whole  Union.  As  to  the  debt 
WADDiHQToir  ^  ^^®  treasurer,  it  is  impossible  but  that  there  most  be 
^     I'      ^  fluctuations  in  the  account :  the  balance  cannot  always 

Guardtans  of 

LoHDOH      be  against  him.     The  order  may  well  be  good  for  part 

Union.  i       j*     n         j  u      u 

and  bad  for  part :  any  part  may  be  disallowed  by  the 
auditor  or  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  without  affecting 
the  rest.  The  case  shews  no  technical  ground  of  action 
by  these  plaintifls  against  these  defendants.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  We  understood  that  the  case  was  drawn, 
by  consent,  with  the  view  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  a 
Superior  Court]     That  objection,  then,  is  not  pressed. 

H.  Hawkins,  in  reply.     As  to  the  balance  due  to  the 
treasurer,  the  authorities  shew  that  there  can  be  no  rate 
for  its  payment ;    Tawny  s  Case  (a),  Bex  v.  fVaoeU  (i). 
Sect  47  of  Stat  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  requires  accounts  of 
overseers  and  treasurers  to  be  passed  quarterly ;  and  the 
section  refers  expressly  to  balances.     There  is  no  more 
difficulty  now  in  the  case  where  money  is  wanted  and 
there  are  no  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  than 
there  was  before  stat  4  &  5  ^  4.  c.  76.     The  credit  of 
the  Union  may  be  pledged  for  immediate  necessariet, 
but  not  for  money  borrowed  to  pay  them.    [Cromptam  J. 
Art  202,  Na  7,  speaks  of  ^^the  balance  due  to  orjrtm 
the  Union,  in  account  with  the  treasurer.'^     That  it 
the  only  expression  which  can  be  found  suggesting  that 
the  Union  may  become  indebted  to  the  treasurer ;  and 
the  question  is  still  open,  whether  a  rate  can  be  made 
retrospectively.     If  the  Guardians  themselves  had  em* 
bezzled  money  they  could  not  have  made  a  rate   to 
supply  the  default.     [Crompton  J.     Why  not?     They 

(o)  2  SdUk.  531.  (6)  1  Dwg,  116. 
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form  a  eorpontion.    The  embezzlers  would  be  indivi-  1858. 

dfuib.]     Sappose,  under  their  corporate  seal,  they  had  waddihotoh 

ordered  money  in  their  hands  to  be  applied  to  building  Q„„^|in,  f 

a  tfieatre.     Manini  was  not  an  Union  oflBcer ;  the  col-  Lohdoh 

Union. 

leetorst  like  the  assistant  overseers,  must  obey  the  orders 
€i  the  overseers  of  the  particular  parishes,  by  stat  7  &  8 
VkL  c  101.  9$.  61.,  62.  The  money  collected  goes  to 
the  coffer  of  the  overseers,  not  of  the  Guardians,  till 
pmd  over  by  the  overseers.  The  order  by  the  Guar- 
dians that  the  collector  should  pay  to  the  treasurer  was 
illegal ;  Article  6  of  the  Order  of  1854  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Coort. 

In  this  case  certain  debts  due  firom  the  Guardians  of 
the  Union  to  tradesmen,  amounting  to  23,000/1,  and  a 
debt  doe  from  them  to  the  treasurer  of  4200/.  by  reason 
of  overdrawing  their  account,  remained  unpaid  at  Christ" 
nnUf  1856.  These  debts  so  remained,  by  reason  of  the 
frauda  and  embezzlements  of  Manini^  a  collector  for  nine 
parishes  of  the  Union  of  ninety  eight  parishes,  and  of 
jRnc^  the  assistant  clerk  of  the  Board  of  Guardians. 
The  frauds  were  discovered  in  December  1856  ;  and,  by 
the  call  in  question,  in  February  1857,  these  debts  are 
provided  for.  And  so  the  questions  are  raised.  Whether 
the  call  is  valid,  and,  if  so.  Whether  the  plaintifis  are 
Ikble  for  the  whole  of  it 

Our  answer  to  both  questions  is  in  the  aflSrmative. 

The  objection  to  the  validity  is  founded  on  the  duty 
of  each  Union  and  parish  to  provide  funds  for  expences 
as  they  become  due,  so  that  retrospective  rating,  as  a 

(a)  G/e»,  p.  397. 
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1858.       general  principle^  is  prohibited.     But  this  general  priD- 
WADBiHGtoN  ^P'^  *®  subject  to  excepCkms :    and  we  consider  the 

Qturdi      f  P*^^*°^  *^^*^  *^  ^  ®°  exception. 

LoNj>oN  The  debts,  when  created,  were^  according  to  the  state- 

Union.  , 

ment,  legaHy  binding,  and  ooold  be  enforced  agamst  the 

Guardians  as  a  corporation.    And  that  liability  continoes 

unless,  by  lapse  of  time  or  other  legal  bar,  the  ri^H  has 

been  defeated. 

Substantially,  the  debts  accrued  in  1855  and  1866 ; 
the  small  amonnt  in  1854  being  almost  immateriaL 

There  was  no  intentional  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
parochial  authorities,  who  provided  present  funds  for 
present  demands :  and  there  was  no  intentional  wrong 
in  the  creditors  who  delayed  the  enforcement  of  their 
claims.  We  see  no  ground  fbr  saying  that  the  debts 
were  destroyed :  and,  if  they  remained,  they  were  an 
extraordinary  charge  to  which  the  Union  was  liable  in 
the  coming  half  year,  and  so  within  the  power  conferred 
on  the  Guardians  by  Article  81  of  the  Order  of  1847. 

If  the  creditors  could  recover  their  debts  from  the 
Guardians,  and  the  Guardians  are  not  personally  liable, 
the  call  is  the  proper  source  of  payment 

The  second  question  is,  Whether  the  plaintifls  are 
liable  for  the  whole  call,  that  is,  whether  they  lare  liable 
for  the  debts  caused  by  the  defalcations  of  Mtmirdy  who 
was  the  collector  for  nine  parishes,  not  including  the 
plaintiffs'  parish ;  the  plaintifis  contending  that  those 
nine  parishes  ought  to  make  good  the  loss  occasioned  hy 
their  officer.  But  the  answer  appears  to  depend  on  the 
point.  Whether  Manini  ought  to  be  considered  as  the 
officer  of  those  parishes  or  as  the  officer  of  the  Unton : 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  is  the  officer  of  the  Union. 
The  case  finds  that  he  was  appointed  by  the  Board  of 
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Goardkos^and  ordered  by  them  tapay  what  he  collected       idSS. 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  Uokuk     This  statement  negatives   wapwkcwoh 
the  pointy  made  for  the  plaintiff^  that  the  duty  of  Manini    ^     ^      ^ 
was  Isolated,  by  that  part  of  the  Order  of  18fi4»«  Ar-       tospoN 
ticle  6»  which  directs  hiin>  to  aceount  weekly  with  the 
oTexBeer,  or  with  the  tx^asurer  under,  the.  order  of  the 
orerseer^  . ,    , 

We  therefore  think  the  plaintiffs  liable  for  ihe  whole 
oall,  and  give  ^ur  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Jndgment  for  defendants. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.         5,,^^1^, 

1858.] 

^PHE  plainti£b  in  the  preceding  case  alleged  error  in  For  marginal 
.  the  judgment,  which  the  defendants  denied.     The  p.  370.        ' 
case  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Trinity 
Vacation  {a\  1858. 

Wathin  WilliamSf  for  the  party  alleging  error  (plaintifis 
below),  first,  the  order  is  bad,  as  being  in  the  nature  of 
a  retrospective  rate.  (As  to  this,  he  cit^d  the  cases  men- 
tioned in  the  argument  below.)  The  order  is.  defended, 
as  being  for  **  extraordinary  charges,"  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  words  are  used  in  Article  81.  But  by  those 
words  only  legal  charges  are  meant,  not  fallii^  under  the 
ordinary  heads  of  expenditure.  Such  are  the  expences 
of  litigated  setdements,  casual  poor,  the  emigration  of 
pauper^,  a  contagious  disease,  the  electiop  of  Gu^otUans, 
expenses  attending  the  change  in  the  law  pf  bpri/al^  or 

(n)  Jmtu  I7tb.     Before   Cockbum  C.  J.,   fTiSis  J.,  and   Mrnrtui  ^nd 
WatMon  Bi. 
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1858.        district  schools.    (The  Court  intimated  that  it  would  be 
Waodivotoh  conyenient  to  hear,  at  this  stage,  the  argument  in  sapport 
Gaar^Uof   of  the  order.) 

LOKDOH 

Union. 

Pashley^  far  the  party  denying  error  (defendants  below). 
This  is  not  a  retrospective  order  at  all.     The  rate  ta 
called  for  to  meet,  not  bygone  chai|;e8,  but  daims 
which  may  be  enforced  at  any  moment    The  Guar** 
dians  would    have  no   answer  to  an  action    by   the 
tradesmen ;  and  they  most  lay  a  rate  to  satisfy  a  judg- 
ment; for  which  a  mandamus  would  go.     Surely,  if 
money  were  lost  during  a  half  year,  a  rate  to  supply  the 
loss  could  be  afterwards  made.     What  expences,  if  not 
these,  could  the  outgoings  of  a  preceding  half  year,  ascer- 
tainable under  Article  81,  comprehend  ?    Then,  these 
are  "charges,"  and   they  are  " extraordinary .**    And, 
further,  the  charges  may  be  allowed  or  disallowed  by  the 
auditor,  under  the  32d  and  following  sections  of  stat. 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.;  and,  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  91. 
#.  4.  &c.,  the  charges  may  be  allowed,  though  not  legally 
made.     It  might  turn  out,  on  the  inquiry  by  the  auditor, 
that  erery  person  objecting  to  the  items  had  assented  by 
some  act.     There  must  be  some  mode  of  paying  the 
tradesmen.     [^Cockbum  C  J.     That  argument  might  as 
well  have  been  urged  if  nothing  had  been  raised  for  the 
purpose:  yet  there  the  rate  would  have  been  unques- 
tionably retrospective.     There  would  be  no  limit  except 
the  Statute  of  Limitations.]     As  to  the   debt  to  the 
treasurer,  Article  202,  No.  7,  shews  that  there  may  be 
a  balance  due  to  him  **from  the  Union.''    [Martini. 
That  cannot  make  the  law.]     It  is  essential  that  the 
Guardians  shall,  upon  emergencies,  have  the  power  of 
commanding  money  without  waiting  till  they  can  levy 
a  rate. 
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fFatkm  fFSUams,  contra.  It  is  not  to  be  assamed  18^8. 
that  the  tradesmeD  can  recover  at  all.  At  any  rate,  it  wLun^otov 
was  not  intended  by  the  Consolidated  Order  to  alter  Quartans  of 
the  law.  By  Article  50  the  contracts  by  the  Guardians  ^^^ 
ought  to  contain  a  stipulation  as  to  the  day  on  which 
die  aecooAl  is  to  be  sent  in ;  and,  by  Article  41,  sect.  6, 
ddeiB  should  be  made  for  the  sums  to  be  provided,  at 
die  ordinary  meetings.  [  Watson  B.  By  Article  220, 
die  clerk  receiving  a  cheque  from  the  Guardians  is  to 
produce  a  corresponding  receipt  at  the  meeting  next 
after  its  coming  to  his  hand&  Pashley.  The  clerk  in 
diis  case  produced  forged  receipts.]  Ernest  v.  NichoQs  (a) 
diews  that  no  right  of  action  arises  against  a  corporation 
upon  contracts  which  the  corporate  authorities  have  no 
right  to  make.  Further,  the  call  should  be  made,  if  at 
all,  on  the  particular  parishes  whose  officer  caused  the 
de&ult  [^Cockbum  C.  J.  The  credit  has  been  given 
to  the  Guardians.]  That  is  certainly  so :  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  Guardians  are  to  make  the  order  on 
all  the  parishes.  The  collector  is  paid  by  the  overseers. 
IC^Idmm  C.  J.  The  Guardians,  though  they  appoint 
eollectors  for  the  whole  Union,  must  assign  to  them 
particular  districts,  when  the  Union  is  extensive.]  By 
Art  6  of  the  Collection  of  Poor  Rate  Order  (^)  the  col- 
lector is  weekly  to  pay  all  the  moneys  he  has  collected  to 
the  banker  of  the  overseers,  or,  if  one  overseer  so  direct, 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  Union.  The  money  embezzled 
by  the  collector  was  therefore  the  money  of  the  overseers. 
As  to  the  money  advanced  by  the  treasurer,  the  advance 
was  unauthorized,  as  shewn  by  the  authorities  cited  below. 
It  is  only  in  particular  cases,  as  those  specified  in  secL  24 
of  Stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  e.  76.,  that  the  Guardians  can  borrow. 

(a)  6  H.  L.  Ca.  401.  (A)   Gkth  p.  397. 
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Union. 
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1858.        Under  ArL  203,  No.  4^  the  treasurer  ought  to  report  to 
Waddtngton   ^^®  Commissioners  whenever  he  has  not  fiinds. 

T-      ,  ■  Cur*  adnl  vulL 

of 

i  <  •  I    . 

Watson  B.,  now  delifvered  the  judgpneiit  of  the  Goort 
•  TMs  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Quoen's  Bench  upon  a  special  case.  And  the  sob- 
stantial  question  is,  Whether  an  order  for  the  payment 
of  the  sum  of  28002.,  made,  on  the  17th  February  1857, 
by  the  Guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  City  of  Lambn, 
upon  the  parish  o(St  Stephen  Coleman  Street,  purporting 
to  be  an  order  made  under  the  authority  of  article  82  of 
The  Consolidated  Order  of  The  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioners, dated  the  8th  December  1847  (a)^  was  a  valid 
order* 

The  City  of  London  Union  consists  of  ninety  eight, 
parishes,  of  which  St.  Stephen  Coleman  Street  is  one. 
Upon  the  17th  February  1857,  the  Guardians  made 
orders  upon  all  the  parishes  of  the  Union  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  aggregate  sura  of  61,4302.,  to  be  paid  by 
them.  This  sum  was  composed  of  several  items :  viz. 
23,154/.,  outstanding  debts  due  to  tradesmen  at  Chrtat- 
mas  1856  ;  4200il,  a  balance  due  to  the  treasurer  on  ike 
31st  December  1856 ;  15,000/.,  the  estimated  expences 
of  the  Union  to  Lady  Day  1857;  and  29,230/.,  the 
estimated  expences  from  Lady  Day  1857  to  Michaelmas 
1867. 

The  two  latter  sums  are  admitted  to  be '  fair  and 
reasonable  estimates. 

The  debts  due  to  the  tradesmen  had  been  accruing 
due  for  several  previous  years,  as  had  also  the  debt  due 
to  the  treasurer.     The  non-payment  of  the  tradesmen's 

(a)  The  date  appears  to  be  24th  July,  1847.    Sec  Glen,  p.  IdO. 
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biHs'.afOM  &om  the'  fraud  and  embezElement  of  two  1868. 

persons  namod  Manmi  and  PauL  Waddiwotoh 
i  "was  collector  for  nine  of  the  parishes  of  the 


Gnavdiam  of 

Union  (St  Stephen  Cokman  Street  not  being  one).  He  Lomuon 
■was  appointed  bj  the  Board  of  Guardians  on  the  16th 
May  1643  ;  taid  his  appointment  was  confirmed  by  The 
Feor  Law  Board.  He  was  directed  by  the  Guardians 
to  pay  the  rates  received  by  him  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
Union,  to  the  credit  of  the  respective  nine  parishes,  in 
the  Union  accounts.  In  December  1856,  Manim  ab- 
sconded, having  embezzled,  out  of  the  rates  collected 
by  him  from  the  parishes  of  which  he  was  collector, 
22^07/.  His  sureties,  which  were  to  the  amount  of 
6002.,  turned  out  worthless.  Paul  was  an  assistant  clerk 
of  The  Board  of  Guardians.  He  also  absconded  in 
December  1856,  having  embezzled  at  the  least  3000JL 

The  parochial  accounts  had  been  audited  up  to  Sejh- 
iember  1856,  upon  false  and  fraudulent  accounts,  con- 
oocted  by  Manini:  and  the  fraudulent  entries  were 
published  up  to  Lady  Day  1856.  These  embezzle- 
flicnts  were  discovered  in  December  1856.  The  dis- 
puted orders  were  made  in  February  1857,  and  were 
the  first  orders  made  after  the  discovery.  The  clerk, 
in  making  the  estimate  directed  by  Article  81  of  The 
Consolidated  Order,  had  treated  the  deficit  result- 
ing from  the  embezzlements  and  the  debt  due  to  the 
treasurer  as  ^^extraordinary  charges,"  chargeable  upon 
the  funds  of  the  whole  Union  within  the  meaning  of 
these  words  in  the  81st  Article.  The  order  upon  St 
Stephen  Coleman  Street  for  2800/.  was  the  proper  pro- 
portion payable  by  this  parish  if  the  chaise  of  61,43021 
upon  the  Union  at  large  was  lawful. 

The  case  sets  out  the  following  important  particulars 
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1858.  ^th  reference  to  St  Stephen  Coleman  Street.  All  calls 
WiDx^nroToir  ^^  orders  made  upon  the  said  parish  of  St  Stephen  Cok^ 
OiMiJkM  of  ^"^^'^  Street  previously  to  the  making  of  the  said  call  or 
^yw>o»  order  of  17th  February  1857  had,  previously  to  the 
making  of  such  last  mentioned  call  or  order,  been  folly 
paid  and  obeyed.  The  said  parish  contains  upwards  of 
five  hnndred  houses  or  tenements  which  were  separately 
assessed  to  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  every 
year  for  six  or  seven  years  now  last  past,  during  which 
last  mentioned  period  there  have  been  various  changes 
in  the  occupations  and  rateable  value  of  such  houses  and 
tenements.  Many  valuable  messui^es>  tenements  and 
premises,  which  were,  during  all  or  some  parts  of  the 
years  in  which  the  said  old  alleged  outstanding  debts 
were  in  the  manner  stated  accruing,  cbaigeable  with 
the  poor  rates,  and  of  which  the  occupiers  were,  during 
such  years  or  parts  of  years,  liable  in  common  with  other 
occupiers  of  premises  within  the  said  Union  to  be  rated 
and  assessed  to  the  poor  rates  of  the  several  parishes 
comprised  therein,  and  were  well  able  so  to  contribute 
rateably,  and  did  in  fact  contribute,  towards  the  payment 
of  the  ezpences  in  respect  of  which  the  said  old  alleged 
outstanding  debts  accrued,  were,  during  all  the  period 
between  the  17th  of  February  1857  and  the  29th  of 
September  1857,  pulled  down  and  unoccupied,  and  not 
rateable  or  assessable  to  the  poor  rates,  or  liable  so  to 
eonlribute :  and  many  persons  have  become  the  occu« 
piers  of  tenements  within  the  said  parish  or  Union  since 
the  said  old  outstanding  debts  respectively  accrued  and 
became  due,  who  would  not  have  been  liable  to  con- 
tribute to  the  expences  in  respect  of  which  such  debts 
accrued  by  virtue  of  any  poor  rates  made  previously  to 
the  17th  of  February  1857;  and  such  persons  are  now 
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liable  to  be  respectively  agsessed  ta  the  poor  rates  of       1858. 
parishes  comprised  in  the  said  Uniop,  and  will  thus  be   WADDuroToir 
liable  to  contribute  towards  the  payment  of  such  old    Q„^rJ^  pf 
outstanding  debts,  if  the  said  call  or  order  of  17ib       I^iu>oh 
febnuay  1857  is  a  valid  and  legal  order  enforceable 
fpr  the  amount  for  which  it  is  made. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  case  the  debts  outstanding  i^ 
Christmas  1856  are  to  be  taken  as  properly  incurred  and 
unpaid. 

The  Coiut  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  that  the 
order  was  a  valid  and  enforceable  one.  After  much 
consideration^  we  cannot  concur  in  that  judgment. 

The  original  legal  authority  to  make  a  rate  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  is  the  statute  43  Mliz^  c.  2. ;  which 
enacts  that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  a  parish 
shall,  with  the  consent  of  two  justices^  raise,  weekly  or 
otherwise,  by  taxation,  a  competent  sum  for  the  relief 
of  the  lame  and  other  poor,  and  for  putting  out  the 
poor  children  apprentices.  Upon  the  construction  of 
this  statute,  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  the  power 
of  taxation  under  it  can  be  exercised  to  meet  prospective 
expences  only,  and  that  it  is  not  lawful  to  make  a  poor 
rate  for  the  payment  of  a  past  debt.  Judges  of  the  greatest 
eminence  have  not  only  approved  of  this  construction 
as  correct  in  itself,  but  have  stated  that  in  their  opinion 
this  construction  is  founded  upon  principles  of  policy 
and  justice.  Of  policy,  because  it  enables  the  poor  law 
officers  to  deal  for  ready  money  and  avoid  contracting 
debts,  thereby  avoiding  a  great  temptation  to  extrava- 
gance and  waste.  And  of  justice,  because,  so  far  as  is 
possible,  it  casts  upon  the  existing  rate-payers  the  bur- 
then of  the  poor  for  the  time  being,  and  protects  them 
from  one  which  ought  to  have  been  borne  by  their  pre- 
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1858.  decessors;  Tttwtiy*8Case(a)y  Rex  y.  Wnvdl{b\  Rex'r. 
WAimiMGToir  Chttrekwardens  ^fDut^hy  {c)  t'  and  it  ftiay  W  obde^6d 
Giua«'cAft  of  ^^^^  Act  of  Pttriiatttent,  41  G.Sl{\J.  K.)  <r:^23;i.  9:, 
J^^»  seems  td  hare'  be«i  tetitiired't6'«tiihol5ife  k  tethtepcfcti^fe ' 
rate  to  be  niadfe  fot  iertafti  i[)ui*iiofse8  ttterriin^ti^ifHcdlatty 
specified.  This  was  also  the  tot^  of  the  cotnMon  1a#. 
In  Fitrlar  y.  Chesterton  (d)  it  was  diciid^^  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  ^that  a'dhin^h' 
rate  (a  rate  at  common  law)  which  included'  a  sum  for 
the  payment  of  a  debt  previously  contracted'  wad  un- 
lawful, and  vitiated  the  entire  rate.  In  the  'judgmdbt, 
it  is  stated  that  the  rate,  being  made  fbf  a  sdhi  avbwedFy ' 
laiger  than  would  otherwise  be  necessaijri 'with  a  vf ^ 
to  enable  the  churchwardens  out  of  the  nloheys  IMiA 
to  pay  off  the  debts  incurred  in  formfer  years,  wtis 
eicessiVe  and  therefore  illegal.  The  case  Rex  v.  77le 
Chapelwardens  of  Haworth  {e)  is  to  the  same  effect 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Legislature  n!iay  atithoritd  a 
rate  for  the  payment  of  a  past  debt  An  instance  bf 
this  will  be  found  in  the  case  of  Harrison  t.  Sttchney  (^)y 
where  it  was  decided  that  a  drainage  rate  to  ^^'a  debt 
previously  incurred  was  legal  Lord  WenshydaS^^  ih'^ 
deli  verily  the  opinion  of  the  Judge&l,  stated  that 't!fie 
question  depended  upon  the  intention  of  th^  liegislat^  ^ 
and  the  conBtmction  of  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  ahd  ^that 
it  was,  Whether  the  Act  under  which  thd  t^te  i^  ijnjidb, 
either  eitpresslyor  impliedly,  ptt)hibited  a  Ttik6^p^HS9e  ' 
rate.    The  real  questbn  in  the  present  ciise,  thefdfbi^;' 
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id)  2  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  330.    See  Chestaton  v.  Farlar,  \  Curt  EccL  fi. 
346i  2  CStri.  EeeL  JR.li.  '" 

(€)  12  Eait,  556.  (g)  2  H.  L.  Ca,  108. 
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is^  Wlyethiers  b j  thq  late  poor  law.  tegifilatlan*  the  law  as        i858. 
to  tl^  m^I^ix^  a  poor  cat^  fbr  the  pajip«»t  q(  p^st  debts  wIdwmqtoh 
hat  beeovaltere^d.    lAnd  \t  vf^  cooAeAdediby  the  leanied    q„^',^  ^f 
cqMO«4t/of-lthe  clBfen4wtsivthat  suqb  aa  alteration  had      ^^^bT 
b^en^i^f^fed  .by  .an  oyder  ojf  The  ,PQor  I*aw  Commia- 
8i<^]^eirB^4ate4  tbe^th  December  1847  (a),  called  ''  The 
CoqsoUdat^,  Qjrdei;;,'',. Articles  81  and  82  (page  44  of 

.^o  .ipaintain  this  contention^  two  propositions  must 
be  ^t^b^sh^d...  Pirst^  that  the  Legislature  has  confiured 
uppa  Xfae  Poor  Law  Commissioners  authority  to  make 
a  rule, or  order  authori^nog  The  Board  of  Guardians  to 
impose,  a  diarge  for  the  payment  of  a  past  debt  con- 
tcacted  for  the  ordinary  relief  of  the  poor,  viz,  for  meat 
and  bread  for  their  sustenance ;  and}  secondly,  that  they 
ha?e  exercised  such  anthority.  Li  our  qpinion  neither 
proposition  can  be  maintained. 

Tbit  new  Poor  Law  Act,  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c«  76.,  is  the 
statute  which  authorized  the  appointment  of  The  Poor 
Law  Commissioners,  and  enabled  parishes  to  be  formed 
ii^o  Unions  to  be  governed  by  boards  of  guardians: 
ai^  the  42d  section  was  what  was  relied  upon  by  the 
le^nped  ^uni^L  for  the  defendants^  as  authori^ng  The 
Pqc(r,;I^  Commissioners  to  make  a  rule  authorizing 
The;3oard  of  Guardians  to  impose  the  present  chaige« 
It  j{^jji|ite  clear  that  the  42d  section  gives  no  such  power.  . 
It).^U^riz^$.  the,Commissioner9  to  make  rules  to  be 
eAf9;[f:^f  t  t^e  workhouse^  for  its  government  and  pre*> 
servation  of  good  order,  and  as  to  the  nature  and  amount 
of  relief  to  be  given,  and  the  labour  exacted  from  tlie 
poor :  but  there  is  nothing  to  be  found  in  it  giving  any 
authbnty  to  the  Commissioners  to  authorize  a  charge  to 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  394,  note  (a). 


400  [EXCH.  CH.   MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1868.  be  imposed  to  which  the  rate-payers  were  not  previously 

WADDiaoToir  liable.     The  principal  authority  of  the  Cpmmissioners 

GnaiJ^  of  **  given  them  by  the  16th  section,  which  confers  upon 

LoviMH  them  the  direction  and  controul  of  the  administration 

Union. 

of  relief  to  the  poor  according  to  the  existing  laws,  or 
such  laws  as  sliaU  be  in  force  for  the  time  being :  and 
for  executing  these  powers  they  are  authorised  to  make 
and  issue  rules  and  orders:  but  no  enactment  was  cited 
to  us,  nor  have  we  met  with  one,  which  at  all  indicated 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  authorize 
The  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  either  directly  or  by 
delegation  to  boards  of  guardians,  to  impose  upon  the 
rate-payers  a  charge  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  previously 
contracted  for  the  ordinary  relief  of  the  poor.  The  law 
upon  this  point  seems  to  remain  as  before,  without 
alteration. 

Some  sections  were  referred  to  in  the  various  Acts  of 
Parliament  upon  the  subject,  shewing  that  it  was  con- 
templated that  a  debt  might  be  due  to  the  treasurer. 
We  think  any  inference  to  be  drawn  fix>m  them  is  much 
too  remote  and  weak  to  satisfy  the  well  known  settled 
rule  of  law,  that  every  rate*  or  charge  upon  the  subject 
must  be  imposed  by  clear  and  unambiguous  words; 
Denn  denu  Manifold  v.  Diamond  {a),  JVroughton  v. 
Turtle  (b). 

It  was  also  pointed  out  that  certain  debts  were  spe- 
cially recognised  and  provided  for,  viz.  by  the  24th  and 
25th  sections  of  stat.  4  &  5  W.  4.  c.  76.  We  thmk  that 
any  inference  to  be  drawn  from  these  provisions  is 
rather  against  the  power  of  the  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioners, or  Board  of  Guardians,  to  authorize  what  would 
substantially  be  a  retrospective  rate.     It  is  the  same 

(a)  A  B.^C.  243.246.  (6)  11  M.  ^  W,  561.  667. 
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inference  as  that  afforded  by  stat.  41  G.  3.  (U.  K.)  c.  23.,        1858.  ' 
before  referred  to.  Waddinqtoh 

But,  secondly,  even  supposing  that  the  Poor  Law    Ouardiamof 
Commissioners  have   power  to   make  such  a  rule  or       ^Union.'' 
onler,  we  think  they  did  not  exercise  it  by  the  81st  and 
82d  Articles  of  The  Consolidated  Order.   These  articles 
are  contained  under  the  heading  of  *^  orders  for  contri* 
butions  and  payments"  (a).     By  the  26th  section  of  the 
Poor  Law  Act,  afler  enabling  parishes  to  be  united  into 
Unions,  it  is  provided  that,  notwithstanding  their  union, 
each  of  the  parishes  shall  be  separately  chargeable  and 
liable  to  defray  the  ezpences  of  their  own  poor.     The 
81st  Article  was  obviously  framed  to  meet  the  conse- 
quences of  this  enactment     It  orders  that  the  clerk  of 
each  Union  shall,  four  weeks  at  least  before  the  25th 
March  and  29th  September,  respectively,  in  each  year, 
ascertain  the  cost  to  each  parish  iu  the  Union  for  the 
maintenance  of  its  poor  and  other  separate  charges,  as 
well  as  for  the  common  charges  incurred  in  the  half  of 
the  last  year  corresponding  to  the  half  year  next  coming, 
and  shall   estimate,   and,  as  near   as   may  be,  divide 
amongst  the  parishes,  any  *^  extraordinary  charges"  to 
which   the  Union   may  be  liable   in  the   coming  half 
year,  and  shall  then  prepare  the  orders  on  the  several 
parishes  for  the  sums  which  upon  such  computations  it 
shall  appear  necessary  for   them  to  contribute  to  the 
expences  of  the  Union  for  the  coming  half  year :  the 
clerk  is  therefore  to  ascertain,  first,  the  cost  to  each 
parish  for  the  maintenance  of  its  poor  for  a  past  period, 
which,  by  the  26th  section,  is  a  separate  charge :  2dly, 
the  other  separate  charges  for  the  same  period :  3dly,  the 

(a)   Glen,  p.  44. 
E.    D.    &    E.  2d 
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'VQ6S.  coimnoD  cfaaiges,  that  is.  the  charges,  meqtioped  in  ih^ 
WAifeDisom  ^^  section,  which  make  up  the  commoa  fMnd,  sudi  as 
C«ai^Mwcf   &r  the  building  or  repsdripg  of  the  worUipuae,  the  p^j- 

-^[^^  naeut  of  the  officer^  of  the  Uoiqu,  and  the  oj^her  ^xpenp^ 
to  be  incurred  .for.  the  commou  use  or  oa  tb#  P0WP«9 
account  of ^all  the  paridaeS':  ai^d,  4thly,  he.is^tf)  e^fjinate 
and  divide  amongst  the  parishes  ai||y  extra0fdiHar3f.<^b£nrf^s 
to  which  tbe  Unioa  maj.be  liable,  in.  th^  Qp^oi^ng.^alf 
jear«  We  think  ihat  the  <<  exixaoidiBar;  cha^^l!  in 
the  Slst  Article  are  lawfiil  chaigj^  other,. than  the  pr^i- 
iUM7>one%  i^  for  which  the  parishes  of  tl^e  Unioii,are 
bonpd  by.  law  to  provide  bj  the  rates  ixKPf^  to^complj 
with  and  :give  obedience  to  the  order  of  4h^  Guardians 
diraqted  by  the  82d  Article,  such  as  apy  chaiges  apepi- 
allyi.mposed  upon  the  rates  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
or  the  interest  of  debts,  or  otherwise,  and  not  cl^iiges 
for  which  a  rate  cannot  be  lawfully  made.  For  instance, 
in  the  abstract  of  the  items  which  make  up  thci  sum  of 
61,430/.  (the  amount  to  be  raised  by  the  rate  upon  9II 
the  parishes  of  the  Union),  the  first  is  2i'd6L  I5s.  9d. 
due.lp  the  butcher  for  meat  supplied,  finooi  ^^94(1^ 
/ifii^.}8t&6,,to  the  27th  December^  1856;  bucI. ^together 
tjbiere^^iie,  .items,  amounting  to  23,0QQ/«  fyr  dobl^  <iM^.H> 
tr^d^iimep  at  ChristmUf  1856.  We.h^v^.  a^a^y^U^!^ 
th^.,iH  9ju.r  jwdgm^n^  a, poor  rate  ^c^nnot  |)e j ^a:^|i4^y 
f;iB(|f|  ,i^.J857  top^y^.^ese  debt^;  apd  ii^p  .tj^^y^ore 
th^tfk^J'^e  i^Pf^  **  e^Uraprdinary  ch^^^^^ithjp^^he 

^^  J^e^^^}g  of  jU>p  8l,st  Aj^tifikM,  An4,[p  ijly?^/?,dj|fer 

ftoipi  th^.  Cp^  pf,  Q^w'^.  JJ^ficb.  ,j?^^e,,^^^^^ 
R^^WfPTis  to  cp^^rm.pHr  jriew  flppn-fh^ji  pjgjjjfj  j^^^t 
the  Guardians  are  directed  to  make  the  order  upon  the 
proper  authorities  of  the  pari$h^/br  ^^e  payment  of  such 
sum  as  may  be  required  fori  the  relief  of  the  poor  for  the 
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cbhtritmtitm  of  the  patrish  to  the  common  fund  of  the       nsd. 
TJnion,  xjT  for  any  other  expences  chargecAle  by  the  Otiar^  Wabdinot^ 
dians  on  the  parishy  that  is,- legally  chargeable:  and,  as    <5aar«iui«rf 
we  havci  ialready^said,  we  think  past  debts  are  not  so      ^^^ 
chaiy able,  and  therefore  could  not  be  lawfully  included 
hi  the  account    upon   which  the  order  of  the   17th 
Febhtary,  1847,  was  founded. 

•  For  these  reasons,  we  arfe  of  opinion  that  the  aggre- 
gate  sum  of  61,430?.,  imposed  upon  the  entire  Union  (of 
which  the  sum  of  2800/.  ordered  to  be  paid  by  th^ 
parish  of  St.  Stephen  Coleman  Street  was  an  aliquot 
part^  was  excessive ;  and,  according  to  the  case  of  Far- 
Idr  V.  Chesterton  (n),  the  entire  order  was  thereby  ren- 
dered iIIegaL  The  order  is  to  pay  an  entire  sum  of 
28002. :  the  parish  authorities  have  no  means  oi  appoi^ 
ttonrhig  it. 

Another  argument  also  was  addressed  to  us,  to  which 
much  consideration  is  due.  It  was  argued  that,  what- 
eveir  the  law  might  have  been  before  the  new  PoOr  LAw 
Act,  ^e  matter  wa^  now  altered.  Before  then^  the 
bvbrseiin  of  the  poor  were  not  a  corporation :  tttidj  if 
they  thought  fit  to  contract  debts,  they  were  pcfrsotially 
liable,  and  must  themselves  take  the  consequent  :"b^t 
that  now  the  Gtiardiahs  of  the  poor  are  cotpohitioh^'hy 
Vfrtue  of  Stat  6  &  6  W.  4.  c.  69.  s:  7.,  and  w^rc  elhaU^ 
to  have  arid  hold  property,  both  teal  and*  ^terSbniil,^!^ 
Hflrtue  of  Stat  5  &  6  FSW.  c.  5T.  s.  16:  -ThAt;  -if 'theifr 
icIn^itbtlB  806  them  and  obtain  Jifdgrri^nt^,  diey  cttri  take 
ite  Property  of  the  corporation  in  executibi^,  and  self  it ; 
^^hidi  mtist  be  replaced  by  other  property  purchased 

^''"'  •    "  (a)  2  Afoore,  P.  C.  C.  33a 

2   D   2 
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1858.        by  funds  obtained  from  prospective  rates.     That  this 

Waddington    n^^gbt  go  on  from  time  to  time,  by  successive  executiofis 

GuardUnsof    ®P^°  successively  acquired  property,  until   the  entire 

London       debt  of  27,200/.  was  levied :  and  that  it  would  be  there- 
Union. 

fore  preferable  to  permit  a  rate  to  be  made  at  once  to 
pay  these  debts  than  have  them  levied  by  successive 
executions,  probably  extending  over  many  years.  We 
are  not  insensible  to  this  argument:  and,  if  the  legal 
consequences: be  as  surmised^  there  would  undoubtedly 
be  a  very  great  evil.  But  we  do  not  think  that  this, 
however  great,  would  justify  a  Court  of  law  in  departing 
from  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  which 
has  been  acted  upon  for  upwards  of  200  years.  It  is  for 
the  Legislature,  and  not  a  Court  of  law,  to  provide  the 
remedy,  if  one  be  required.  But  the  evil  is  not  alto- 
gether on  one  side.  There  is  possibly  one  quite  as 
great  upon  the  other.  If  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  be  correct,  the  consequence  would 
be  that  all  boards  of  guardians  in  the  kingdom  might 
contract  debts  to  any  amount,  and  extending  over  any 
number  of  years  (in  the  present  case  the  debt  for 
butcher's  meat  alone  is  2336/.,  and  for  bread  and  flour 
3219il).  And,  if  their  officers  and  servants  who  were 
entrusted  with  money  wherewith  to  pay  them  then 
embezzled  it,  it  would  be  competent  for  the  Guardians 
to  make  orders  upon  the  parishes  and  compel  rate^payers 
who  had  already  provided  funds  for  the  purpose  to  pay 
a  second  time:  and  not  merely  this;  but  compel  in«> 
dividuais,  who  were  not  liable  at  all,  nevertbciess  to 
provide  funds  and  pay  for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  poor  for  whom  they  were  not  by  law  liable  to  provide. 
This  would  be  the  inevitable  consequence  of  the  judg* 
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meDt  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.     And  the  portion  IS5S. 

of  the  oase  above  set  out  exeoipHfies  it.     It  was  said  waddihotoh 

that,   upon   a  judgment    being    obtained    against   the  iQ^^j^^^f 

Gnardians,   the   Court   of   Queen  s    Bench   would   by  Lokdou 

uuoa. 

roandamoa  compel  the  making  a  rate  to  pay  it.  We 
apprehend  this  is  not  so.  The  party  obtaining  the 
judgment  would  be  left  tathe  onlinary  executions: 
and,  if  we  are  right  in  our  view,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  has  no  power  to  do  so.  It  has  no  power  to  order 
the  making  an  illegal  rate.  And  we  wish  it  to  be  dis- 
tinctly understood  that  in  this  judgment  we  express  no 
opinion  as  to  the  liability  of  The  Board  of  Guardians 
to  actions  at  the  suit  of  the  tradesmen,  or  that  their 
property  may  be  taken  in  execution  upon  judgments 
obtained  against  them. 

Another  objection  was  taken  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen  Coleman  Street,  which  is 
also  entitled  to  much  consideration.  The  collector 
Manhd  was  appointed  by  the  Guardians,  who,  no  doubt, 
represent  the  entire  Union.  But  by  an  order  of  The 
FocNT  Law  Board,  dated  16th  March  1854,  Article  6 
(page  397  of  GUtCm  Orders)^  the  collector  is  every  week 
to  pay  the  moneys  collected  by  him  to  the  bankers 
whom  the  overseers  may  direct,  to  be  placed  to  their 
aocoonty  or,  if  directed  by  one  of  the  overseeis,  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  GKiardians  in  payment  of  any  order 
from  such  Guardians  then  due,  or,  in  the  absence  of 
any  such  directions,  shall  pay  the  same  to  one  of  the 
overae^ra  in  persoo.  And,  in  the  event  of  the  collector 
having  at.Miy  time  in  the  course  of  any  week  60/1  in 
his  bands,  he  is  to  pay  it  over  forthwith  as  above  directed. 
It  b  stated  in  the  case  that  Manini  was  ordered  by  the 
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1858.       Guardians  to  pay  the  amount  dolledtied  tiy  hitn  fd'^A^ 
WiDDiMoroir  treasurer.     This  seems  not  to  be  in  compliance  \H€h  tl^ 
Qaanfiansof    above  order.  -    '     ^^*^ 

^Vnk^  The  objection  taken  was,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  4h*^ 

overseers  of  the  nine  parishes  for  which  Mmkini '^M 
collector  to  have  taken  care  that  Manhd  complied  S^th' 
the  6  th  Article  tof  the  orders  of  the  Poor  Law  BbardM;^ 
the  16th  March^  1854;  and  that  the  Ibss  conseqtieTit 
upotl'  their  default  cannot  lawfully  be  cast  upon  the 
other  parishes  of  the  Union.  We  think  this  objectidti 
entitled  to  great  weight :  but  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
come  to  a  decision  on  this  point,  as,  for  the  reasons 
bcffore  given,  we  consider  the  call  or  onler  for  the  280021 
upon  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen  Coleman  Street  invalid 
and  not  enforceable :  and  we  cannot  separate  the  good 
part  from  the  bad :  and,  as  it  is  bad  in  part,  it  is  in  our 
opinion  bad  altogether. 

It  is  right  to  allude  to  some  decisions,  of  which  the 
cases  of  Rex  v.  Carpenter  (a)  and  Regina  v.  Read  {b)  are 
instances.  In  the  former  case,  under  the  authority  of 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  a  sum  of  money  was  borrowed 
and  charged  upon  the  poor  rates.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  issued  a  mandamus  commanding  it  to  be  paid. 
This  no  doubt  was  right.  In  fact,  the  Act  of  Parliament 
directly  authorized  a  retrospective  rate  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  debt.  There  are  several  cases  of  a  similar 
kind  to  be  found  in  the  Reports.  The  case  of  Regina  v. 
Read  (6)  arose  on  the  disallowance  by  an  auditor  of 
sums  paid  to  an  attorney  for  costs.  We  think  that  judg- 
ment  is  substantially  in  accordance  with  our's.     It  is 

(a)  6  A,^  E.  794.  (6)  13  Q.  B.  624. 


^%im  f*ltc««yliy^t} , ftj  poGir ',mte  -pan  be  inad§  in.       liSii 
;  WM  t^f||t^0»eiu  oC  a  baleher's  bill  contractcid  for   w^dpihotok 

Jle  Wisteoance  of  the  paupers  in  1856;  which  is  the    Gug^n»of 

III!  ppirt.Jq  the,  pjpesent  Oaseik    It  was  urged  that  the       ^*;^f 

ffiper  (rilbiipal.t^r^  whofa  ^ba  objection  to  the  order 
Bt0  be.itd^eo  wns^lbfe:  auditcN**  We,  honvever,  think 
iKupoD  tbt  princifde  of  the. case  of  Farlar  v.  Chea* 
Irtn  («)y  the  jQfder  was  void  ab  initia 
J  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  must 
tkiefiNe  be  reversed.  And,  iu  answer  to  ihe  questions 
pposed  in  the  case,  we  state : 

fiiaty  that  the  call  or  order  of  the  17th  February , 
Ht7)  is  not  valid  or  enforceable  for  the  sum  of  2800^1 
V  any  portion  of  it* 

&condly,  that  the  parish  officers  of  SL  Stephen  Coleman 
ftvtf  are  not  liable  or  bound  in  law  to  pay  this  sum  or 
«y  portion  of  it  under  this  order, 

We  direct  that  each  party  shall  bear  their  own  costs. 

Judgment  reversed  (6). 

(a)  2  Moort,  P.  C.  C,  330. 

(i)  See  ttat.  22  ft  23  Viet  e.  49^ 
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The  Board  of  Works  for  The  Poplar  District, 
appellants,  and  Nicholas  Ilnight  and  Henry 
Wbitzbll,  respondents. 


a  wall  had 
been  erected 
from  time 
immemorial 
on  land  ad- 
jacent to  a 
tidal  river ; 
and  it  kept 
oot  from  such 
land  the  river 
■t  high  water, 


T^HIS  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
under  stat.  20  &  21  VtcL  c  43.     The  statement  was 


drains  at  a 
oontiderable 
distance  from 
the  wall. 
Before  stat. 
18  &  19  VUL 
e.  120.  (Me. 
tropolis  IxKral 
Management 


in  substaace  as  follows. 

The   appellants  are   a  corporate  body,   and  have   a 

common   seal,   and  are  The  Board  of  Works  for  the 

Poplar  District,  constituted  under,  and  having  certain 

the  land  being    powers  Conferred  upon  them  by  virtue  of,  stat  18  &  19 

drained  into         * 

the  rirer  by        Vict  c.  120.,  "  For  the  better  local  management    ofihe 

Metropolis." 

The  respondents  are  the  lessees  of  certain  land  situ- 
ated in  the  Isle  of  Dogs^  belonging  to  the  Ironmongers' 
Company,  and  within  The  Poplar  District  of  Works. 

,    ^   .       „        The  marsh  wall  referred  to  in  the  case  is  an  imme- 

Act),  the  wall 

was  within  the    niorial  Wall  and  embankment  of  earth,  within  the  limits 

jnrisdiction  of 

The  Metro. 

politan  Commissioners  of  Sewers :  and  it  was  within  a  district  mentioned  in  Schedule  ( B. ) 

to  that  Act.    IT.,  the  occupier  of  the  land  oo  which  the  wall  stood,  cot  away  part  of  the  wall, 

and  built  houses  thereon,  without  the  ccmsent  and  in  violation  of  the  express  prohibition  of 

The  Board  of  Works  of  the  District.     The  Board  demolished  the  houses,  reinstated  the 

wall,  and  claimed  the  expences  from  K. 

Held,  that  the  wall  was  a  sewer,  and  that  The  District  Board  was  entitled  to  claim  the 
expences,  under  sects.  68,  204. 

Also,  that  the  Board  might  recover  the  expences  uader  sect.  76,  although  no  foundation 
for  the  houses  had  been  dug  out,  but  they  were  simply  erected  on  the  surface  of  the 
ground. 

It  appearing  that  K.  had  applied  for  permission  to  The  District  Board  of  Works,  and 
had  in  bb  correspondence  with  them  treated  the  matter  as  exclnsirely  within  their  juris- 
diction, and  that  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  had  not  interfered  or  exercised  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  wall :  Held,  that  it  was  not  competent  to  1^  to  resist  the  claim  of  The 
District  Board  on  the  supposed  ground  that  the  statute  vested  the  wall  in  The  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works. 

Admitted,  that  no«  claim  could  be  sustaiocd  by  The  District  Board  for  the  expence  of 
obtaining  the  advice  of  counsel. 
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of  the  said  clistrict,  which  keeps  back  the  waters  of  the 
Thames  at  high  tide  from  the  Isle  of  Dogs.  The  soil 
and  freehold  of  that  portion  of  the  marsh  wall,  as  to 
which  questions  ha^e  arisen  between  the  appellants  and 
lespondents,  is  vested  in  the  Ironmongers'  Companj. 
The  marsh  wall  was,  before  the  passing  of  stat  18  &  19 
Vkt,  c  120.,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  The  Metro- 
politan Commissioners  of  Sewers.  The  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  have  never  exercised  any  jurisdiction 
over  it. 

On  the  Eastern  side  of  the  Isle  of  Dogs  are  situated 
two  main  sewers,  called  respectively  Great  Sluice  and 
Drunken  Dock  Sluice,  which  drain  the  whole  of  that 
part  of  the  Isle  south  of  the  ffest  India  Dock  Basin. 
These  sewers  pass  through  and  under  the  marsh  wall  in 
their  course  to  the  JTiames,  one  at  a  considerable  dis- 
tance to  the  east,  the  other  at  a  considerable  distance  to 
the  west,  of  that  portion  of  the  marsh  wall  which  is  the 
subject  of  dispute.  These  two  sewers  are  referred  to 
in  schedule  (D.)  to  stat  18  &  19  Viet.  c.  120.  These 
sewers  have  also  attached  to  them  four  inlet  sluices, 
used  for  the  purpose  of  flushing,  which  inlet  sluices  i>ass 
under  the  marsh  wall  at  various  places ;  but  all  of  them 
at  a  considerable  distance  from  that  portion  of  it  which 
is  the  subject  of  dispute. 

In  September^  1856,  the  respondents  addressed  to  the 
appellants  the  following  letter. 

«*  To  the  Board  of  Works  for  the  Poplar  District. 

**  Gentlemen,  I  forward  jou  a  plan  for  the  erection  of 
nine  bouses  in  Deptford  Ferry  Road,  MiU  WaUy  and  beg 
permission  to  cut  away  the  bank  of  the  river  wall  as  per 
plan,  six  feet  below  the  level  of  wall,  and  for  a  depth 
of  seventy-four  feet  from  the  front  wall  of  house.    I  have 
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Ibf^fij      reoeWied  itifennkiskN)  for  b  similar  piirpo99  ib^fbrer rfriint' 
^p^jj^      tbe  CbniiQkp^oers;  of'.Sew^re;  .^4^  ag^vifae^hp^ae^  Iia! 
^^^'     (jOi^obiiirill  copi jJpter&e, Wo^feof  property^  it  J6  ?wet)Tf ! 
KjiiqBTkr     tWf  thai  IrjstoMWn^.jillowed  this  applicaCmk    Th?»t 
pottioDrcrta  aw^  iimlL'.be  iwo  hun^d  feet  £rofih>t^ 
river,  aod  butidiog  ioierveoiiigifor  the  whole  of  tluU  di«^ 
tance,  80  that  io  reality  the  wall  U  oseleSB  there.     Bat  I; 
propose  to  main  tata  the  said  ri?er  wall  by  a  five  ieet 
patbf  to  the  e(steDt*of  my  buildings  as  per  piao.    Xaniy 
Gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant,  Pro  WeitzeU  ^  Knighi^ 
Nicholas  Kniffktr 

On  10th  OetobeTf  1856,  the  a^^llants,  by  their  derk, 
returned  the  following  answer* 

;**  Board  of  Works  for  the  Poplar  District,  Easi  India 
Dock  Road  {E),  Oct.  10,  1856. 

^  Gentlemen,  I  am  directed  by  this  Board  to  acquaint 
you  that  they  assent  to  your  request  to  cut  the  marsh 
wall  at  the  Deptford  Ferry  Road,  as  shewed  upon  a  plan 
presented  by  you  to  this  Board  on  the  16  th  September 
last^  upon  the  following  conditions :  That  such  cutting 
be  pefrformed  under  the  inspection  and  direction  of  our 
clerk  of  the  works,  and  also  the  building  of  the  retaining 
wall  for  the  same:  That  you  place  gales  in  all  walls  and 
fenced  that  iiktei'sect  the  said  marsh  wall  for  the  extent 
ofiyoui?  property,  with  pass  keys  to  the  same  for  the 
frae  passajgo-of  this  Board  along  the  said  wall.  I  am. 
Gentlemen,  yours  obdtly,,  Chas,  CL  CeelyJ* 

•<  Messrs.  Knigkt,''  &c. 

In  January y  1857,  the  appellants'  surveyor  reported 
to  them,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  respondents  had  cut 
away  thirty  two  feet  in  length,  eight  feet  in  peipen- 
dicular  depth,  and  thirty  feet  in  breadth  (the  wall  at  tbia 
point  being  about  sixty  feet  broad;,  of  the  said  marsh 


3Bffl.  VlCtOftlA.  «11 

wiU^^n  4ttcltttiafy  t^  tte  teti§nty  fotii'  fcM  for "ffrUch  im^e        i^^gj 
bid  -teefi  gfioiled  t^  ihe  reflfKifidmts  BB$tofiemd,^wa4  ' 
hnAk^  iteUumnif  wall  i>f  briek  ngdiisl  the  mttnli  W«ll 
fidr'tbe  Mtire  length  of  tU#etitlkig^iii^ 
twi^  fyet  iftbofe  raendofied,  ttB  n^li  aft  the  eeteaty  fottr 
fetv  abcMre  mentioned.    Tbereopoi^  on  7th  Jhniidiy, 
185T^  the  appellants  aen^  npod  the  reapondenta  ta 
DdCke  ID  mitingi  of  which  the  foUowiag*  ia  a  copjf 

"^  Boarder  Works  for  the  Poster  Diatriet^  JS^utlmdm 
IXfckB9ad(E),Jinnuuy  7,  1957. 

^  Greotlemen,  It  having  been  reported  to  this  Board 
that  Jon  have  cot  away  the  mardi  wall  adjoining  the 
Deptford  Ferry  Road  to  the  extent  of  about  thirty  two 
fiset  in  length  and  aboot  eight  feet  in  depth  beyond  that 
authorized  by  this  Board  in  my  letter  of  the  10th  of 
Oeiober  last,  I  am  directed  to  inform  you  that  this 
Board  have  ordered  that  yon  forthwith  reinstaie  the 
manAi  wall  ao  cot  into  to  the  satisfisictioD  of  the  Board 
or  their  derk  of  the  works ;  and,  in  de&ult  of  which, 
the  tiecenary  proceedings  will  be  taken  against  you* 
I  am.  Gentlemen,  yours  obdtly.,  Gkarle$  C  CeAfi 
Clerk  to  the  Board."* 

<«  Mesara.  Weitzdl  $*  Kmght,''  &c. 

llie  respondents  did  not  reinstate  that  poetion  of  the 
said  marsh  wall  so  cut  away  by  them  as  last  aforesaid; 
And,  on  29th  January ^  1857,  they  addressed  ta  the 
appellants  a  letter  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy.       < 

"To  The   Metropolitan   District   Board  of  Works, 

Poplar. 

^  Ircnmongert^  Arms,  Jantuay  26th,  1657* 

^Gentlemen,  We  beg  to  apply  to  your  honourable 

Board  for  permission  to  cut  into  the  Thames  marsh  wall 
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to  the  full  extent  of  Messrs.  Tindcdes  property,  and  in  a 
line  with  the  cutting  which  you  kindly  gave  us  permis- 
sion for  in  October  last.  And  we  propose  to  build  an 
eighteen  inch  wall  against  the  cutting,  with  cross  walls 
of  some  houses  abutting  on  the  same,  so  as  to  render 
the  marsh  wall  perfectly  safe,  and  to  your  satisfaction. 
A  committee,  having  been  appointed  by  you  to  examine 
the  works,  will  be  able  to  explain  to  you  the 'tract,  without 
our  being  obliged  to  get  a  plan  to  shew  the  same.  In 
reference  to  the  gates  on  the  wall,  I  beg  to  state  we 
have  had  two  new  ones  put ;  which  will  give  the  satis- 
faction required  by  your  surveyor.  We  are.  Gentlemen, 
Your's  obediently,  Weitzell  ^  Knight^ 

On  28th  January^  1857,  the  appellants  sent  to  the 
respondents  an  answer  to  the  letter  of  26th  January;  of 
which  answer  the  following  is  a  copy. 

**  Board  of  Works  for  the  Poplar  District 

«  East  India  Dock  Road  (E>    Jan.  28,  1857. 

**  Gentlemen,  Your  application  for  a  further  permis- 
sion to  cut  the  marsh  wall  has  been  considered  by  this 
Board :  and  I  am  directed  to  inform  you  that  they  will 
require  a  plan  shewing  precisely  what  it  is  you  require, 
and  what  you  propose  to  do :  and,  when  this  is  properly 
presented,  it  will  receive  this  Board's  attention.  In  the 
mean  time  you  will  be  held  responsible  for  any  thing 
done  by  you  without  the  authority  of  this  Board.  I  am> 
Gentn.,  Your's  obedtly.,  Charles  C.  Ceely^  Clerk  to  the 
Board. 

"  Messrs.  Knight  $•  WeUzeU  "  &a 

On  5th  March,  1857,  the  appellants  served  the  re- 
spondents with  a  notice  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy. 
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To  Nicholas  Knight  and  John  Henry  WeitzeU,  of*         1858. 


&C. 


"  Whereas,  on  the  7th  day  of  January  last,  notice  was 
given  to  yon,  by  order  and  on  behalf  of  The  Board  of 
Works  for  the  Poplar  District,  that,  it  having  been  re- 
ported to  the  said  Board  that  you  had  cut  away  the 
marsh  wall  adjoining  the  Deptford  Ferry  Roady  to  the 
extent  of  about  thirty  two  feet  in  length  and  eight  feet 
in  depth  beyond  that  authorized  by  the  said  Board  in 
my  letter  to  you  of  the  10th  of  October  last,  and  that 
the  said  Board  had  ordered  that  you  should  then  forth- 
with reinstate  the  said  marsh  wall  so  cut  into  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Board  or  their  clerk  of  the  works; 
and,  in  default  of  which,  the  necessary  proceedings 
would  be  taken  against  you:  and  whereas  you  have 
made  default,  and  neglected  to  comply  with  such  notice 
and  order  of  the  said  Board  :  Now  I,  the  undersigned, 
clerk  to  the  said  Board  of  Works,  do,  by  the  order  and 
authority  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Board,  hereby  give 
you  and  each  of  you  notice  that  the  said  Board  have  deter- 
mined and  ordered,  and  hereby  require  you,  within  seven 
days  from  the  service  of  this  notice,  to  amend,  remake  or 
reinstate  the  said  marsh  wall  (so  cut  into  by  you)  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  said  Board  or  their  clerk  of  the  works. 
And,  in  case  of  your  refusing  or  neglecting  so  to  do,  the 
said  Board  will,  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  such 
seven  days,  cause  the  houses  and  buildings  erected  and 
built  thereon  by  you  or  on  your  behalf,  without  notice 
given  by  you  to  the  said  Board,  and  without  the  consent 
of  the  said  Board,  to  be  demolished,  or  altered,  and  to 
cause  the  said  marsh  wall  to  be  amended  or  remade,  as 
the  case  may  require,  and  to  recover  the  expencea 
thereof  from  you  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Act  of 
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Parliatntot  of  the  session  holden"*  &c.  (Ift  &  iS  Vict 
c.  120.). 

**  Given  tinder  my  hand  this  5lh  day  otMhrdh^\S57. 
Charles  C.  Ceely,  Clerk  to  The  Board  of  Worts  for  the 
JPop/ar  District." 

On  9th  Marehy  the  respondents  addressed  a^lette'r  to 
the  appellants,  of  which  the  following  is  a  coi)y.'  It 'Was 
accompanied  by  a  plan,  a  copy  of  which  \ii'as  atitiel^^ 
to  and  formed  part  of  this  case. 

**To  The  Metrbpbliian  Board  of  Works,  Poplar  DIb- 
trict  '' March  9,  IS57. 

«  Gentlemen,  We  beg  to  submit  to  your  honourable 

Board  a  plan  shewing  the  cutting  we  made  in  the  marsh 

wall  adjoining  Messrs.  THndale^s  factory  in  January  last ; 

and  which  was  objected  to  in  consequence  of  the  sftme 

being  done  contrary  to  a  plan  previously  accepted;  and 

which  cutting  was  done  through  mistake  by  us,  as  was 

then  stated  to  you.     And  we  trust,  by  the  matter  being 

properiy  investigated,  that  your  honourable  Board  will 

Dot  withhold  your  consent  to  allow  the  said  cutting  "to 

remain.     And  we  hereby  agree  to  build*  iher'necessai^ 

waUs  you  may  require.     And  we  here  beg  t<K  ststle  th^t 

dbe  wall  belonging  to  Messrs.  Thuiak,  and  ^hMk  iras 

ahewB  to  ydurcommittee  when  on  view,  is  at  leasti^ht 

ftet^eepi  the  greater  portion  of  it  built  in  stones'    This 

WfiU  ia  in  front  ct  our  cutting  next  ibft  Thatiksitk 

^ewn/'bytbe -section  of  our  plan.     We  fi^ther  beg  to 

state. M^ebava  shewn  in  the  plan  the  line  of  six  IhouMii 

wjuohiWe  propose  to  builds  and  the  proposed  di^aiiil^ 

tjbereoC     Trusting  this;  will  •  \»  satiafactoi^  la  ^^bnr 

hanouraUe  >  Board,    We  -reoiain^    Geotleikifefi;'^'¥odrtf 

mapecHblly^  fVekxeU  ^  iTw^At"  '      ''        ^'^ 

.Oa  I2th  March,  1857,  the  appdUants,  by  fb6iif^l<MbV 
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sen^  ibfi  9e^)iondeiit8  ,i^. letter ,qf  which  the  following  is 
a  copy.  ~ 

V  GemlemQieii^  Your.  ;app(icAtion  to  this  6oar4  under 
dftte  the  8j^/./^q&  JU^,  i^oqcippaoijed  by  a  plan  shewing 
the  cutting  of  the  marsh  wall  next  the  Deptfard  Ferry 
Boqd^^cxii  into  bj  ypu  v^ithput  th^  sanction  of  this  Board, 
s^qd  idso  shewing  the  plan  of  drainage  of  six  houses^  which 
jou^  propose  to  build  upon  the  site  of  the  cutting,  has 
been  referred  to  the  clerk  of  the  works  to  report  upon. 
Ipithe  mean  time  joa  are  requested  tp,«taji  all  works 
pending  the  decision  of  this  Board  upon  the  sub^l^ 
and  to  consider  this  notice  as  given  to  you  without  pre- 
judice to  any  of  the  former  proceedings  of  this  Board  in 
this  matter." 

The  report  of  the  clerk  of  the  works  referred,  to  in 
the  letter  last  set  out  was  as  follows. 

'^  Board  of  Works  for  the  Poplar  District,  AU  Saints^ 
Poplar, 

''  Genllemen,  Pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  Board  on 
the  6th  instant,  I  have  to  report  apou  the  appKoation  of 
MeflBTS.  Knight  ff  Weitzdl  for  building  and  drainage, 
Tke  application  refers  to  draining  six  houses  situate  at 
tl^  iMi;  ^{  Bifttmis  Dnrace,  West  Ferry  BsaeL  With 
ragard.to  theu, proposed  mode  of  drainage^  I  cad  see  no 
9tjffct]oiu...;But,  as  1)0  the  building,  I  have  tx>  infbvm  tbd 
]§»oar4>^tbaEt  two  of.  tJhe  said  houses  are  about  to  be  btith 
^  li^a  ^it#)9f' the/ marsh  wall,  which  was  cut  aiwaj  by 
U^^fi^pipU^nts  without  the  consent  a£/tbe  Boards  and:  a 
d^je^wfi  briok  wall  was  8di)8titut^d^^  On  the  ISth'iii- 
9f/f^  ](tjiad(<  An  .opening  made  taiaBccartflin  the  defytb  of 
t^,\ipun(^ifi^  mM^f  Tindakfs  D^k4>BiidiI  fikind  itito' 
be  about  nine  feet  belofw.  thc/BUTfai6e,«iitt  ne4rlf'le)fd 
wjj|l^{t}ifi4qiliM2Pti9ni4tf  t^  proposed  housed'  SbtlikM'the 
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Board  grant  the  application,  I  would  recommend  that 
the  following  conditions  be  complied  with,  that  is  to 
say :  The  existing  wall  should  be  taken  down  and  re- 
built with  good  stock  bricks  and  Roman  cement  (in 
accordance  with  the  accompanying  plan  and  section)^ 
and  well  backed  up  with  concrete.  If  the  work  recom- 
mended be  properly  executed,  it  will  meet  all  the 
requirements  of  the  case. 

"A  Parker,  VAevV  of  works,  17th  March,  1857." 

On  17th  March,  1857,  the  appellants  came  to  the 
following  resolution. 

"  Resolved :  That  the  report  of  the  clerk  of  the  works 
be  not  approved,  and  that  Messrs.  KniglU  and  Weitzell 
be  called  upon  to  reinstate  the  marsh  wall  forthwith  to 
the  satisfaction  and  under  the  superintendance  of  the 
clerk  of  the  works." 

On  18th  March,  1857,  the  appellants,  by  their  clerk, 
sent  the  following  letter  to  the  respondents. 

"  Gentlemen,  I  am  directed  by  the  Board  to  inform 
you  that  they  have  considered  your  application,  bearing 
date  the  9th  of  March  instant,  accompanied  by  a  plan, 
for  permission  to  cut  the  marsh  wall  at  the  Deptfard 
Ferry  Road,  and  for  the  building  and  drainage  of  houses 
upon  the  site  of  the  said  wall.  And  I  am  directed  to 
inform  you  that  this  Board  will  not  allow  the  said  cut- 
ting, and  have  ordered  you  to  reinstate  the  marsh  wall 
in  pursuance  of  the  notice  served  upon  you  to  that 
effect  on  the  5th  instant,  forthwith." 

Early  in  April,  1857,  the  respondents  built  four  houses, 
in  respect  of  which  no  question  arises;  and  which  are 
still  standing.  In  the  first  week  in  May,  1857,  the  re- 
spondents began  to  build  two  other  houses :  one  of  which 
was  completed  as  far  as  concerned  the  carcase,  the  other 
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^as  scarcely  begun,  bj  the  28th  of  the  same  month. 
No  works  of  any  kind  were  done  by  the  respondents  in 
respect  of  these  two  houses  before  (he  first  week  in  May^ 
1857,  except  the  building  of  the  retaining  wall  herein- 
before mentioned;  which  retaining  wall  was  intended 
to  act  as  the  outside  wall  of  the  second  house  if  it  had 
ever  been  completed,  and  was  constructed  with  but- 
tressesy  and,  in  other  respects,  so  as  to  serve  that  pur- 
pose.  The  entire  site  of  the  incomplete  house^  and  the 
greatest  part  of  the  site  of  the  completed  one,  was  on 
the  ground  which  had  been  occupied  by  the  portion  of 
the  marsh  wall  removed  by  the  respondents  without 
leave  from  the  appellants  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

The  four  houses  still  standing  are  drained,  and  the 
two  houses  removed  by  the  appellants  were  intended  to 
be  drained,  by  drains  running  into  a  sewer  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  appellants. 

In  building  these  last  two  houses,  however,  so  iar  as 
they  were  built,  no  foundations  were  laid  or  dug  out ; 
nor  was  any  part  of  the  same  built  over  any  sewer 
whatever,  unless  the  marsh  wall  hereinbefore  described 
be  a  sewer. 

On  12th  ilfoy,  1857,  the  appellants  served  the  respon- 
dents with  a  notice  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

"  To  Nicholas  Knight  and  John  Henry  fFeitzell,''  &c. 

1 

**  Whereas  default  has  been  made  by  you  in  giving 
seven  days  notice  in  writing  to  the  Board  of  Works  for 
the  Poplar  District  before  beginning  to  lay  and  dig  out 
the  foundations  of  certain  new  houses  and  buildings 
lately  erected  and  built,  and  begun  to  be  erected  and 
built,  by  you,  in  or  near  to  West  Ferry  Road  and  Dept" 
ford  Ferry  Road  within  the  parish  of  All  Saints  Poplar 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  and  within  the  jurisdiction 

B.    B.   &   E.  2   E 
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of  |be  said  Board,  apd.  per^in  hou^^  .and  bui}diag8 
have  been  tbc^e  built  aiul  ^Qctedi  a94  l^gun  to  be^bpilt 
^qd  ere^ctpd^hj.yoqi  c9n^ai:y,tQ.tbe  orders  load^  aud 
noticed  to, yoji^ fry. ^hp.s^^d  Bo^rd;  ^1  ^lliph,.^hiojp,,ai:e 
ir>  bri^ayjb  and iviQlati9n  o(fa  ceruin  ^i^"  §c(p^{l^x&  IS 
Vjict.  <?,;12p.):  ,  **.And.  whereas  ypu. Jiaye^  ^itfeput  th^ 
<^9flseat,of  tbe  ^i|J  Bpard  of  J!V;pr^  fo^.tf^t/'o/rfiiFi:  Pi^- 
tTK^ty .  broken ,  and  cut  away  ^  large,  partr  of  a  ceiAain 
sewer  oonxipoqly  called  the  m^r^h  y/MQiJ^apJ^r,  which 
IS,  vested  in  thesaifl  Bpi^rd,  and  have  nqt^^wUhiiX^four- 
teen  days  aftec  notiqe  in  writing  by  the  said,. Beard, 
caused  the  said  sewer  to  be  reinsitated  in  co^forinity 
with  the  directions  of  the  said  Board :  And  whereas  you 
have,  without  the  consent  first  obtained  in  writing  of 
the^said  Board  of  Works  for  the  Poplar  District,  erected 
certain  buildings  in  and  near  West  Ferry  Road  and 
Deptford  Ferry  Road  aforesaid,  in  and  over,  a  certain 
sewer  commonly  called  the  marsh  wall  of  iP<y^^|^v^hich 
is  vested  in  the  said  Board:  And  whereas  yoju  havet 
either  wilfully  or  carelessly  and  accidentally^  damaged 
certtain  property  vested  in  the  said  Board  pf  Works,  ;for 
tbei  Poplar  District,  namely  the  sewer  commonljuCaUed 
i\\^  TOfif^h  wall  of  Ppplqr ;  ^ow  tal^e  pq^fi^  t^a^,  up^e^ 
yQ^  8VU,in,th(3  meap  ti^ne  have  reinstated, ^be.sfMd 
mfu^h.i^all,  and  otherwise  pompl^d„with  the  t!er;ns-.and 
reyjjij^^itfpn^  qf  the  AoL^fores^iif^n^  )viih,lhe  onfep^.of 
tl^^,^^j4,  Bo^rd,,.i^d.  with  thfiM.W^We  W,<i  Airftfltiopa 
»)^^y  gil«?W  (P  ypu,.by.,thet^i4  Po^^^^f.  tbp^^a^^pai;^. 
of  Wp^ks  fpr  \]xe  .]^Qplfiir  PJLstrict  ipiJJ,  at.mwj,  aftejr  the 
epd  an4, expiry tipn. of;, fpui;teejji,j[j(ajs  ^pra, .th^^rtaj  jpfitl^e. 
date  and  ^eiryip^h^Vftp^  ^aip^^y,  pa  Thfir^y^^2^tk 
of  tl^is  present  iMfcy,  ajt,^i^  ,Q|>lpc)^,jn.Uf|^,|>r^iM)0|;^,;l}y, 
themselves,  their  agent^j^  offiPI^??,  sery^p^,i,w9r)^f?n  a^^^T 
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others,  proceed  to'  deitiolish,  and  cause  to  be  dctholishcci;       igsV. 

and  will  then  actually  begin  ¥6  demolish,  the  said  houses      'Poi^y^ 

an*  buildings  86  etected  albd  built,  and  begun  io  bfe      ^^^^t^ 

erected  and  btiilt,  by  yon,  in  ot  tieir^PTest  Petry  lioad     ^.J^^.^ 

and  DepifMl  f&ry  Itodd  afbresAid,  and  in,  over "iiid 

adjoining  to  the  same  nmfsh  Wall;  and  that  they  will 

forth whbaficfrwahls  pi^cieed  to  tfecover  firom  you  the 

expences  trhicb  shall   bfe  the^by  ihctirred,   land  the 

amount  necessafry  to  make'  good 'the  dahiago  done  by 

yort  *t6  the  said  sewer  cotnmbnly  called  the  marsh  wall 

of  i%pfer,  tind  to  reinstate  the  same.     Dated  this  12th 

day  of  Map  in  the  year  of  dur  Lord  1857. 

"By  order  of  the  Board  of  Works  for  the  Poplar 

Dis^ct. 

**  Charles  C.  Ceely,  Clerk  to  the  said  Board;" 

On  the  14th  May^  the  respondents  sent  to  the  appel- 
lants a  letter  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

**  Gentlemen,  having  received  a  notice  from  your 
clerk  dated  May  12,  stating  that  it  is  your  intention 
to  denblisb  some  of  our  houses  now  building  on  oar 
ground  situate  in  the  JVest  Ferry  Road,  Poplar,  we  be^ 
to  be  liUo'vi^ed  to  appeal  once  more  to  your  honourable 
Board,  s^tid  li6pe  you  will  consider  more  favourably  ohr 
posttiotiin  the  matter.  In  the  first  place  we  wi^  again 
to  explain  most  sincerely  that  the  cutting  wbiiih'yoti 
confpMh  df  was  not  done  intentionally,  but  in  en^6r. 
ThHtbeiti^  done,  Gentleihen,  it  is  in^posrible  to  reinstatb 
tb^  tiiknAt  widl  ei^aetty  as  it  was  before  without  a  m68t 
seriouii''expefise;  and,  if  done,  would  be  a  soutee  of 
gM^t-^diUrif^  td'bnt  hbu^ff,  a^  the  rise  of  Wat^  frbth 
tM'^iniWab^  itk  <we^  wi^ather  is  great  and  would  ^ettfe 
B^^ti^  iWiicAii^i  n^xt  the  bank.  Should  ybu  thVnk 
tittfe'tt'tfinly  dattgfeif  by  our  cutting,  we  *all  be  liibst 
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wSEog  tD  boiU  «  wall  of  anj  stveogth  of  bricks  and 
eemnit  loa  anr  dunk  snffidmt  to  order,  ao  as  to  render 
die  Baisii  wall  aauugn  dm  k  was  befixe.  We  farther 
beg  to  state  that  we  par  a  heaij  rent  for  the  ground 
for  hnilfing  on,  hot  do  not  wish  to  do  anything  against 
Oe  widies  of  joor  Bosvd,  or  diat  is  nnlawfiiL  We 
again  beg  that  jon  wiD  consider  the  matter,  and  trast 
that  there  can  he  no  neceasitj  far  anj  impleasant  means 
to  be  ined.     Waiting  joor  pleanre,  we  are,*  &c. 

On  19th  Jt^  1S51,  the  respondents  were  infiinned 
that  the  notice  of  the  apprilants  given  to  the  respondents 
npon  12th  3lm^  1857»  and  hereinbefixe  aet  out,  woold 
be  acted  opon. 

On  28th  Mty  1857,  the  appdlants  entered  opon,  and 
took  down,  so  ranch  of  the  fast  two  houses  hereinbefore 
mentioned  as  had  then  been  boih,  as  well  as  the  said 
reiaiDing  wall  intended  to  form  the  outside  wall  of  one 
of  them  when  completed,  ao  for  as  the  said  retaining 
wall  stood  upon  the  thirty  two  feet  of  the  marsh  wall 
before  mendooed,  and  reinstated  the  said  thirty  two  feet 
of  the  marsh  wall  which  had  been  removed  by  the 
respondents  without  the  leave  of  the  appellants,  as 
hereinbefore  mendoned.  On  22d  August  1857,  the 
respondents  were  served  by  the  appellants  with  a  sum- 
mons, of  which  the  fcdlowing  is  a  copy. 

^^ToNichoUuKnightmiiJoknHaaif 

Watzelly  of  West  Ferry  Road,  in  the 

parish   of  An   Saints  Poplar,   in    the 

county  of  Middlesex. 

*'  Whereas  complaint  hath  this  day  been  made  before 

the  undersigned,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  Police 

Courts  of  the  Metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Thames  Police 

Court  at  Stepney,  within  The  Metropolitan  Police  'Dis- 


**  Metropolitan 
Police  District,  }- 
to  wit 
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trict :  For  that  you  have  made  default  in  giving  seven 
days  notice  in  writing  to  the  Board  of  Works  for  the 
Poplar  District,  before  beginning  to  lay  and  dig  out  the 
foundations  of  certain  new  houses  and  buildings  lately 
begun  to  be  erected  ^nd  built  by  you  in  or  near  to  fVest 
Ferry  Road  and  Deptford  Ferry  Road,  within  the  parish 
of  All  Saints  Poplar,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Board ;  and  did  begin  to 
build  and  erect  there  certain  houses  and  buildings,  con- 
trary to  the  orders  made  and  notified  to  you  by  the  said 
Board :  And  further  that,  without  the  consent  of  the 
said  Board  of  Works,  you  have  broken  into,  and  cut 
and  carried  away  a  large  part  of,  a  certain  sewer  in  the 
said  parish  which  is  vested  in  the  said  Board  of  Works, 
and  have  refused  and  neglected  to  reinstate  the  said 
sewer  in  conformity  with  the  directions  of  the  said 
Board :  And  further  that,  without  the  consent  of  the 
said  Board  of  Works,  you  have  erected  houses  and 
buildings  over  a  sewer  vested  in  the  said  Board  contrary 
to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided :  Where- 
upon the  said  District  Board  of  Works  have  caused  the 
said  houses  and  buildings  to  be  demolished,  and  the 
connected  works  to  be  relaid,  amended  and  remade,  and 
the  said  sewer  to  be  reinstated,  and  have,  in  so  doing, 
incurred  expences  to  the  amount  of  42/.  16^.,  which 
you  have  thereupon  become  liable  to  repay  to  them,  and 
have  not  repaid :  These  are  therefore  to  command  you, 
in  Her  Majesty's  name,  to  be  and  appear  on  Wednesday 
the  21st  day  of  Auyust  instant,  at  12  o'clock  at  noon,  at 
the  Thames  Police  Court  at  Stepney,  before  the  Police 
Magistrate  of  the  Metropolis  then  sitting  there,  to  answer 
to  the  same  complaint,  and  to  be  further  dealt  with 
according  to  law. 

''Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  this  '20th  day  of 
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Attfftist  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  18579  at  the  Police 

Court  aforesaid. 

(Signed)  «  miliam  Corrie"*  (l.  a.). 

The  respondents  attended  at  the  Thames  Police  Court 
at  Stepney^  before  the  Police  Mag'istrate  of  the  Metro- 
polis then  sitting  there,  in  obedience  to  the  said  sum* 
mons. 

The  appellants  claimed  to  be  reimbursed  in  the  sum 
of  26/L  9«.  6d, ;  &h  5$.  M.^  part  thereof,  being  the  ezpence 
incurred  by  them  in  the  pulling  down  the  said  two 
houses;  and  21/.  14^.  2d.  being  the  ezpence  incurred 
by  them  in  reinstating  the  portion  of  the  said  marsh 
wall  so  removed  as  aforesaid  by  the  respondents.  They 
also  claimed  to  be  reimbursed  in  the  sum  of  16/.  6^.  4c/. 
for  obtaining  the  advice  of  counsel.  They  referred  the 
magistrate  to  sections  68,  76  and  204  of  stat.  18  &  19 
Vict.  c.  120.9  as  those  on  which  they  relied. 

The  respondents,  on  the  other  hand,  contended :  First, 
that,  by  sect.  135  of  stat.  18  &  19  VicL  c.  120.,  all  the 
powers,  rights  and  other  matters,  and  all  property  in 
the  sewers,  walls  &c,  situated  in  the  said  Isle  ofDogs^ 
including  the  said  marsh  wall,  had  vested  in  The  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works;  and.  Secondly,  that,  even  if 
the  68th  section  of  the  said  Act  gives  any  property 
or  rights  over  the  said  wall  to  the  appellants,  they, 
the  respondents,  had  not  done  any  thing  which  justified 
the  interference  of  the  appellants  within  the  meaning 
«>f  any  of  the  sections  of  the  said  Act :  and  that,  con- 
aoqikenily,  they  were  not  bound  to  repay  any  of  the 
expeooes  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  the  appeK 
lants  as  aforesaid. 

The  magistrate  decided  that  the  appellants  could 
recover  from  the  respondents  neither  of  the  sums  so 
claimed;  and  that,  although   in  his  opinion   the  .said 
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marsh  wall  was  vested  in  the  appellants,  and  they  might 
in  hb  judgment  legally  enter  to  abate  an  encroach- 
ment on  it,  yet,  as  the  entry  made  by  them  was  not  in 
pursuance  of  sects.  76,  8^  or  204,  or  of  any  other  sec- 
tions, of  the  said  Act,  whereby  he  was  authorized  to 
order  the  repayment  of  the  said  expences  so  incurred}, 
such  expences  could  not  be  recovered  on  summons 
before  him.  He  accordingly  dismissed  the  complaint, 
with  oo6t%  and  awarded  the  sum  of  4/1  2«.,  as  costs,  to 
be  paid  by  the  appellants  to  the  respondents. 

The  case  especially  referred  the  Court  to  sects.  68, 69, 
76,  83,  135,  146,  148,  204,  222,  225,  226,  227 ;  and 
concluded  as  follows : 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  magistrate's  decision  was  right,  his  order  is  to 
be  confirmed.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  magistrate's  decision  was  wrong,  the  Court  shall 
make  such  order  thereon  as  to  them  shall  seem  fit. 

The  case  was  ai^ued  in  last  Term  (a). 
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Hugh  HUly  for  the  respondents.  Thd  claim  appears 
to  bfe  made  under  sects.  68,  69,  76  and  204  of  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  18  &  19  Vict,  a,  120, 
Sect.  68  vests  in*  the  District  Board  (with  exceptions 
not  here  applicable)  all  sewers  vested  in  the  Metro- 
poKcan  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  within  the  districts 
mentioned,  as  this  district  is,  in  schedule  (B.),  indtiding, 
by  reference  to  the  eariier  part  of  the  section,  ^*  the 
walla,  defences,  banks,"  &c.,  ^^  works,  and  things  thereunto 
appertaininfi^.''  Sect  69  directs  that  the  IXstrtct  Board 
shall  maintain  and  repair  the  sewers  vested  in  th^m, 
and  cause  to  be  made,  repaired  and  maintained  such 


(a)  Map  1st,  1858.     Before  I^rd  Campbell  C.  J.,  and  Erie  and  Cromp- 
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1858.  sewers  and  works,  or  such  diversions  or  alterations  of 
p^pj^j^  sewers  and  works,  as  may  be  necessary  for  effectually 
^oAs^  draining  their  district.  Now  «  sewer,**  by  the  interpre- 
_  V*  tation  clause,  sect  250,  ^^  shall  mean  and  include  sewers 

and  drains  of  every  description,  except  drains  to  which 
the  word  ^ drain,'  interpreted  as  aforesaid,  applies;** 
where  the  interpretation  of  "  drain,**  referred  to  as  pre- 
viously given  in  sect.  250,  relates  merely  to  the  drain- 
ings  of  a  single  building  and  premises  within  the 
curtilage.  Sect  76  enacts  that)  *^  before  beginning  to 
lay  or  dig  out  the  foundation  of  any  new  house  or  build- 
ing,** or  *<  to  rebuild  "  the  same,  and  before  making  any 
drain  for  the  purpose  of  draining  directly  or  indirectly 
into  any  sewer  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board,  there 
shall  be  given  seven  days  notice  to  the  Board ;  and  every 
such  foundation  must  be  laid  so  as  to  permit  the  drainage 
of  the  house  or  building  in  compliance  with  the  Act,  and 
as  the  Board  shall  order :  and,  if  the  house  or  building  or 
drain  be  made  contrary  to  the  Act  or  any  order  of  the 
Board,  the  Board  may  cause  it  to  be  demolished,  cause  the 
drain  to  be  remade,  and  recover  the  expcnces  from  the 
owner.  Sect  83  may  perhaps  be  relied  upon.  [Huddle^ 
stoney  for  the  appellants,  stated  that  he  should  not  rely 
on  sect  83.]  Sect.  204  enacts  that  ''«No  building  shall 
be  erected  in,  over,  or  under  any  sewer  vested  in  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  or  in  any  Vestry  or  Dis- 
trict Board,  without  their  consent  first  obtained  in 
writing,  and  if  any  building  be  erected  contrary  to  this 
provision,  the  Board  or  Vestry  in  whom  such  sewer  is 
vested  may  demolish  the  same,  and  the  ezpences  in- 
curred thereby  shall  be  paid  by  the  person  erecting  such 
building."  The  question,  therefore,  if  the  claim  be  based 
on  sects.  68,  69,  and  204,  appears  to  be,  whether  this 
marsh  wall  be  a  sewer  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act 
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Now  sect.  250  clearly  treats  a  ''sewer"  as  something 
capable  of  being,  or  being  connected  with,  a  drain. 
And,  in  sect  68, ''  walls,"  as  well  as  **  banks,"  are  spoken 
of  as  distinct  from  ''sewers."  An  enactment  like  this, 
imposing  a  charge  on  the  subject,  must  be  construed 
strictly.  In  Tinkkr  v.  Wandnoorth  District  Board  of 
fVorh8{a)  Lord  Justice  Tvrner  cautioned  the  Board 
that  it  was  their  bounden  duty  to  keep  strictly  within 
the  powers  entrusted  to  them  by  this  Act,  and  not  to  be 
guided  by  any  fancied  view  of  the  spirit  of  the  Act. 
A  wall  can  surely  not  be  called  a  sewer  without  doing 
great  violence  to  language.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  do 
not  see  that  a  sewer  may  not  be  a  structure  elevated 
above  the  surface  of  the  land.]  It  must  be  effective  for 
draining,  not  merely,  as  this  wall  is,  for  protection. 
[Erin  J.  When  land  is  below  the  high  water  mark  a 
raised  bank  very  commonly  is  effective  for  draining.] 
Structures  of  that  sort  are,  as  has  been  shewn,  deno- 
minated "walls"  and  "banks."  Sect.  205  contains 
enactments  against  sweeping,  &c.  soil,  rubbish  or  filth 
into  any  "  sewer  or  drain  ;"  a  provision  entirely  in- 
applicable to  a  wall.  Then,  as  to  sect.  76,  the  case  finds 
that  no  foundations  were  built  or  dug  out  for  the  two 
houses;  therefore  the  notice  clause  is  inapplicable,  and 
the  section  does  not  affect  the  case.  Further,  under 
sect.  135  and  Schedule  (D.),  which  specifies  Great  Sluice 
and  Drunken  Dock  Sluice,  the  wall  and  the  houses  in 
question  are  vested  in  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
which  has  not  interfered.  As  to  the  quantum,  the 
claim  for  repayment  of  the  fees  to  counsel  cannot  be 
sustained. 
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Huddlestaruy  contra.     The  claim  last  mentioned  is  not 

(a)  2  DtG,^J,  261.  274. 
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pre83ed.  Sect.  68  vests  this  sewer^  if  it  be  one,  in  tihe 
i^ppellaiitSp  the  district  being  men tiooed  in  schedule  (B.). 
Xhc;re  is  no  ground  for  the  argutBent  that  sect.  135 
vests  the  sewer  .in .  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 
Schedule  (D.),  indeed,  does  mention  Great  Sbace  and 
Drunken  Dock  Sluice ;  but  the  case  shevirs  that  those 
9PW^rB  iure  ^at  a  considerable  distance"  from  the  wall 
in  question.  Indeed,  it  would  be  sufficient  for.  the 
appellams,;to  jce^  upon  the£u:t  that  the  case  does  not 
affirmatively  shew  the  wall  to  be  vested  in  The  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works.  If  a  waU,  serving  as  this  does 
for  the  draiuagCi  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  ^  sewer" 
in.  sect*  68,  the  most  essential  part  of  the  drainage  struc- 
ture is  omitted.  The  term  ^^ drainage"  does  not  occur 
in  the  old  Acts  relating  to  sewage :  the  more  common 
terms  there  are  *^  defences"  and  **  protections."  Ancient 
walls,  serviceable  for  sewage,  were  always  under  the 
care  of  the  Commissioners,  as  appears,  for  instance,  in 
The  Case  of  the  Isle  of  Ely  (a).  As  to  the  argument,  on 
se,cU  7.6,  that  the  case  shews  no  foundations  to  have  been 
built  or  dug  out :  sect  76  is  not  confined  to  excavated 
fqqn/d^tions,  or  foundations  built;  a  builder  may  <*lay" 
the  foundatioa  of  a  bouse  on  the  ground  which  he  finds. 
IQoferidgep  to  whom  the  case  had  been  referred,  to  be 
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(q^,  10  lUp.  Ml  a.  142  k  Mr.  Ttmlmin  Smith,  in  bU  edition  of  Tk€ 
MetropoHt  Local  Management  Act^  &c.  {London^  1857),  expresses  the 
ojiKniotf^likt^e  #drd  *•  sewer  ••  properly  means  a  **  sea-fence,  a  protection 
•§«iise  sea  tides,  whsCerver  its  oonstniotion,*'  deriving  tb«  word  from  iie- 
waer,  and  that  this  meaning  pre^uled  at  common  lanr,  and  in  tlia  earlier 
legislation.  See  Introduction,  p.  16,  &c.,  and  notes  (68  ),  (69 :  I ),  (69 :  3), 
(70),  (185:  l),(185r5}.  Spelman,\nhU  (;/osMriifm,  thus  defines  Semera, 
ei  ^Stmmra,  .• .  f*  Bst  Ibtsa  in  loeis  palustribas  docU  ad  aqnai  elioieBdas,  to  sm 
dicimos,  cum  aqua  clam  elabitur,  quod  a  GalL  nter,  i,  tudare,  a  quo  smemr^ 
i.  mdtfr,  et  tudator,  tuerie,  ndatio.  Ab  hb  Galli  laticem  et  lacrimas,  qos 
et  Tile  ct'trboribos  profltrant  seue  nuncupant**  See  the  charter  cited  bj 
him. 
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more  fuUj  stated,  informed  the  Court  that  the  houses 
had  been  boilt  from  the  surface  found;  and  that  the 
statement  in  the  case  meant  only  that  there  were  no 
foundations  sunk  or  made  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
word.] 
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Hvgh  Hillf  in  reply.  The  language  of  sect  76  seems  to 
refer  only  to  foundations  so  sunk  or  made.  By  sect  135 
the  Legislature  clearly  meant  to  vest  in  The  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  the  walls  belonging  to  the  main  sewers 
so  vested :  and,  in  the  finding  of  this  case,  the  wall  in 
question  does  belong  to  the  sewers  named  in  Sche- 
dule (D.),  if  it  can  be  considered  part  of  the  sewage 
works  at  alL  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  think  we  must 
take  it,  at  any  rate,  that  The  District  Board  is  in  pos- 
session. The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  not  having 
interfered.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


Lend  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. 

In  this  case  The  District  Board  had  caused  certain 
houses  belonging  to  the  respondents  to  be  demolished, 
and  had  caused  a  portion  of  the  marsh  wall  removed 
by  the  respondents  to  be  reinstated,  and  had  claimed 
52,  5«.  6<2.  and  2\L  14«.  2(L  as  the  expences  of  these 
operations.  And  the  question  upon  this  appeal  is. 
Whether  they  can  sustain  that  claim,  either  under 
sect  204  or  sect.  76  of  their  Act. 

By  sect.  204  the  Board  have  this  right  in  respect  of 
any  **  building"  "erected  in,  over,  or  under  any  sewer 
vested"  in  them. 

Tbe  respondents  had  cut  away  part  of  the  marsh  wall. 
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and  built  thereon ;  so  that,  under  this  section,  the  point 
is.  Whether  the  marsh  wall  was  a  sewer  within  its 
meaning. 

The  wall,  according  to  the  case,  keeps  back  the  river 
Thames  at  high  water  from  inundating  the  Isle  of  Dogs. 
It  is  therefore  essential  to  the  drainage  of  the  level, 
quite  as  much  so  as  the  channel  which  actually  drains 
the  Isle  of  Dogs  at  low  water :  both  form  one  apparatus: 
and,  if  either  was  lost,  the  level  would  be  uninhabitable. 
And  thus,  from  its  nature,  it  seems  to  us  to  be  part  of 
the  sewers  of  the  level.  Also  the  Legislature  uses  the 
term  sewers  in  this  sense.  Bj  sect.  68  the  sewers,  with 
the  wallSi  banks,  outlets  and  sluices  thereunto  apper- 
taining, are  vested  in  The  District  Board.  The  walls 
and  banks  are  here  named  to  appertain  to  a  sewer,  as 
much  as  outlets  and  sluices.  Sect  69  commands  The 
District  Board  to  repair  the  sewers;  and,  among  the 
repairs,  they  are  commanded  to  cause  to  be  maintained 
such  sewers  and  works  as  may  be  necessary  for  draining 
the  district,  and  further  to  cause  all  banks  and  defences 
adjoining  any  river  to  be  repaired  where  it  may  be 
necessary  for  effectually  draining  or  protecting  from 
floods  the  district  Here,  again,  banks  and  defences 
are  classed  under  the  term  ^^  sewer :"  and  the  marsh 
wall  is  a  bank  and  defence  within  this  section,  and  so  a 
sewer. 

If  we  regard  the  protection  conferred  by  sect  204,  it 
seems  more  necessary  for  a  bank  or  wall  feuding  back 
the  high  water  than  for  a  gutter  or  drain  carrying  off 
the  low  water,  inasmuch  as  the  inundation  from  high 
water  might  be  more  suddenly  and  widely  destructive 
than  the  gradual  rise  of  one  drain.  No  reason  is  as- 
signed why  the  I^egislature  should  give  summary  powers 
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for  preventing  obstruction  of  a  sewer  drain,  and  leave  a 
sewer  bank  liable  to  be  undermined  by  foundations  or 
encumbered  with  superstructures. 

Sect.  205  was  relied  on  for  tlie  respondents  as  shewing 
that  ^' sewer"  meant  a  drain  and  did  not  mean  a  wall  or 
bank:  but  it  seems  to  lead  to  the  opposite  conclusion. 
**  Sewer"  in  its  general  sense  may  mean  the  whole 
apparatus,  and  in  its  specific  sense  a  drain  as  part  of 
that  apparatus.  Sect  205  prohibits,  among  other  things, 
sweeping  rubbish  into  a  sewer  or  a  grate  communicating 
with  a  sewer.  Here  the  context  shews  that  the  specific 
sense  is  meant;  and,  accordingly,  every  time  sewer  is 
mentioned,  the  words  ''or  drain**  are  added,  as  shewing 
its  meaning  in  this  section.  The  expression  '^  sewer  or 
drain"  occurs  four  times  in  four  lines  in  this  section : 
but  the  word  '^  sewer"  stands  alone  for  the  most  part  in 
other  parts  of  the  Act. 

A  point  was  made,  which  is  rather  of  form  than  of 
substance,  viz.  that  the  property  and  power  over  the 
marsh  wall  was  in  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
and  not  in  The  District  Board.  To  this  our  answer  is 
that  the  statute  is  not  definite  on  the  point :  and,  for 
the  purpose  of  the  present  appeal,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
scan  the  statute  as  it  would  be  if  The  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  was  in  conflict  with  The  District  Board. 
If  that  question  should  be  raised  between  those  parties, 
it  is  probable  there  may  be  further  evidence  tending  to 
its  elucidation :  but  we  decide  the  present  appeal  in 
favour  of  the  appellants  on  this  point,  because  it  is 
stated  on  the  case  that  The  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  has  never  exercised  any  jurisdiction  over  it;  and 
the  case  shews  that  the  District  Board  de  facto  is  in  the 
exercise  of  that  jurisdiction  :  and,  as  against  the  respon- 
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dent,  his  letters  are  abundant  evidence  to  prove  that  he 
treated  with  The  District  Board  as  having  the  jurisdic- 
tion, and  now  resorts  to  the  point  of  form  to  evade  a 
judgment  on  the  merits. 

If  it  was  necessary  for  the  appellants  to  claim  under 
sect  76,  it  seems  to  us  to  support  their  claim.  It  was 
said  that  the  respondents  had  neither  dug  out  nor  laid 
any  foundation,  but  placed  their  houses  on  the  ground 
without  a  foundation  in  its  ordinary  sense.  But  we  are 
of  opinion  that  all  houses  stand  on  a  foundation  within 
the  meaning  of  this  Act :  and  the  Legislature  appears 
to  us  to  have  expressly  provided  for  houses  standing  on 
foundations  placed  on  the  surface,  as  the  enactment  is, 
^'  before  beginning  to  lay  or  dig  out  the  foundation  of 
any  new  house."  It  seems  to  have  contemplated  that 
some  foundations  would  be  laid  without  any  digging 
out :  and,  if  the  respondents  had  no  other  answer  to  the 
appellants*  claim  on  the  76th  section,  our  judgment 
would  be  against  them  on  this  point  also. 

The  claim  for  fees  to  counsel  on  advising  The  Dis- 
trict Board  was  properly  given  up  on  the  argument 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  magistrate's 
decision  was  wrong:  and,  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
mehtioned  at  the  end  of  the  case,  we  order  that  the  re- 
spdtidents  pay  to  the  appellants  51 5s.  6cf.  and  21L  14s,2d., 
and  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  that  is,  the  costs  of  the  paper 
books  and  argument 

My  brother  Crompton  is  not  satisfied  with  the  con- 
clusion at  which  we  have  arrived,  and  particularly  doubts 
whether  the  wall  in  question  is  a  "  sewer"  within  the 
meaning  of  either  the  204th  or  205th  section. 

Order  for  payment  accordingly. 
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Illis  and  Fickling,  appellants,  against  Peabce  Thursday, 

May  "iTlh. 

respondent. 
nPHIS  was  a  case  stated,  under  stat  20  &  21  Vict,  c.  43*9  Under  sects.  3 

substantially  as  follows.  Passengers 

The  res|)ondent  complained  against  the  appellants  her  /jg^  jg  ^^^ 
fore  two  justices  of  the  city  of  London  (the  Iiord  mayor  ii|I  ghi^'ij^of 
and  an  alderman),  for  a  breach  of  sect.  51  ofThePassen-  *  v«M«nger 

^  Ship  becanse 

gers  Act,  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  119.):  and  the  justiceSi  «be  carries 

more  than 

upon  the  hearing,  ordered  the  appellants  to  pay  to  the  thirty  passen- 

1  <irtA.»     I  /•  It       gers,  ormore 

respondent  120/.,  by  way  of  passage  money,  and  the  than  one 
further  sum  of  5L  Ss.  for  costs  and  charges,  and  adjudged  passenger^to 
that,  if  the  several  sums  were  not  paid  forthwith,  the  tonsfif  t^at 
appellants  should  be  severally  imprisoned  for  two  months  "JJJ"**^^'^  • 
unless  the  same  should  be  sooner  paid.  notmadeup 

'■  without  reck- 

At  the  hearing  of  the  aforesaid   complaint,   it  was  oning  cabin 

passengers; 

proved,  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  the  respondent  and.  where 
in  this  appeal,  that  he  engaged,  in  this  city,  with  the  cabin  passen. 
appellants,  who  are  shipbrokers,  for  a  passage  for  himself,  aspects  except 
wife,  son  and  daughter,  in  the  ship  WindsoTy  to  go  to  received  oonf 
Melbourne  in  Australia.    That  he  paid   the  appellants  |^*JJ  *fo^***|- 
for  such  passage  30/.  each,  viz.  120i     That  no  contract  Schedule  (K.), 

,  which  in  Its 

ticket  was  furnished  to  him.     That  the  said  ship  com-  ^"">  applies 

to  Passenger 

menced  her  voyage  on   ine  5ui  November  \%51 ,     That,  Ships  only, 

-  ,  -  •  .  ,       such  persons, 

aner  the  commencement  of  her  voyage,  to  wit  on  the  for  the  purpose 
1st  pf  December  IS.*)?,  the  ship  was  wrecked  near  the  thonumbe°^or 
Cape  de  Verde  Islands.    That  the  ship  carried  on  her  J^^^K"' 

reckoned  as 
//{,-;>.  cabin  passen. 

gert ;  "and  unless,  without  including  thcro,  the  number  or  proportion  is  not  made  up,  the  ship 
is  not  a  Passenger  Ship. 


V. 

Pearce. 
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1858.  voyage  twenty  nine  statute  adult  passengers,  and  one 
^^  person  under  the  age  of  twelve  years,  twenty  one  of 
whom  messed  throughout  the  voyage  at  the  same  table 
with  the  master  of  the  ship,  amongst  whom  was  the 
respondent  (a) ;  and  that  the  registered  tonnage  of  the 
riiip,  which  was  propelled  by  sails,  was  677  tons^:  or 
thereabouts. 

It  was  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the 
appellants  in  this  appeal,  that  the  assistant  emigration 
officers  of  the  port'  of  London  had  inspected  the  ship 
in  the  ordinary  way.  That,  on  such  inspection,  he 
found  six  steerage  passengers  who  alone  had  contract 
tickets.  And  he  thereupon  passed  the  ship  as  not  being 
a  Passenger  Ship;  andtherefore  did  not  require  the  pro- 
visions of  The  Passengers  Act,  1855,  to  be  complied 
with.  And  that  no  contract  tickets  were  furnished  to 
the  cabin  passengers. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that 
the  ship  was  not  a  Passenger  Ship  within  the  meaning 
of  the  drd  section  of  the  Passengers  Act,  1855.  For, 
although,  judging  by  the  tonnage  and  number  of  the 
passengers  only,  it  might  be  so  considered,  yet,  inasmuch 
as  '^passengers*'  and  ''passages,"  there  mentioned,  are 
not  to  include  cabin  passengers  or  cabin  passages,  but 
others,  and  as  there  were,  deducting  the  twenty  one 
cabin  passengers,  only  nine  passengers,  being  a  less 
number  than  in  proportion  of  one  statute  adult  to  every 
fifty  tons  of  the  registered  tonnage,  the  ship  in  question 
was  not  a  Passenger  Ship;  and,  that  being  so,  no  con- 

(a)  It  was,  bj  agreement  of  counsel,  assumed  on  the  argument  that  all 
the  conditions  necessary  to  constitute  a  cabin  passenger,  under  sect.  3,  were 
fulfilled,  except  that  of  the  delivery  of  a  contract  ticket  in  the  form  in 
Schedule  (K.). 
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tract  ticket  was  necessary  for  any  description  of  the  pas-  1868. 
sengers  in.  the  ship ;  and  that  therefore  the  appellants  zi^ 
were  not  liable  under  the  51st  section  of  the  Act.  PeIrcb 

But  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent, 
that  the  respondent  and  the  other  cabin  passengers  on 
board  the  ship  were  not  cabin  passengers  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  *^  passengers"  in  the  third  section 
of  the  Act;  inasmuch  as  the  respondent,  and  the  other 
cabin  passengers,  had  not  been  furnished  with  a  duly 
signed  contract  ticket  according  to  the  form  required 
by  the  Act.     And  that,  as  the  ship  carried  upon  the 
voyage  twenty  nine  passengers  (the  word  ^*  passengers," 
in  counting  the  number  to  be  carried,  being  intended  to 
mean  all  descriptions  of  passengers),   being  a  greater 
number  of  passengers  than   in   the  proportion  of  one 
statute  adult  to  every  fifty  tons  of  the  registered  tonnage 
of  the  ship,  it  was  a  Passenger  Ship  within  the  meaning 
of  the  said  Act ;  and  so  the  appellants  were  liable  under 
the  51  St  section  of  the  same  Act. 

The  case  added :  "  We,  however,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  evidence  given  before  us  brought  the  case  within 
the  operation  of  the  said  51st  section  of  The  Passengers 
Act,  1855,  gave  our  determination  against  the  appel- 
lants in  the  manner  before  stated. 

**  The  question  of  law  arising  on  the  above  statement, 
therefore,  is,  Whether  the  said  ship  Windsor  was  a  Pas- 
senger Ship  within  the  meaning  of  the  aforesaid  Act" 
The  case  was  argued  in  last  Term  (a). 

Wilde^  for  the  appellants.  The  51st  section  applies 
only  in  the  case  of  a  Passenger  Ship.     This  was  not  a 

(a)  April  24th,  1840.     Before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Erie  and  Cromp^ 
torn  Js. 

B.  n.  &  E.  2  F 
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1868.  Passenger  Ship  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  It  may 
£^^  be  taken,  as  a  general  principle  in  construing  the  Act, 
that  the  provisions  are  introduced  for  the  protection  of 
the  poorer  class  of  emigrants.  This  appears  strongly, 
for  instance,  in  sect  6,  giving  the  office  of  Emigratioo 
Commissioners  to  the  Commissioners  previously  ap- 
pointed for  ^'superintending  the  emigratioo  of  the 
poorer  classes  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects;**  from  the 
dietary  scale  at  sect  35  ;  from  the  summary  process  of 
enforcing  the  claims  under  sect  51,  afterwards  detailed 
in  the  84  th  and  following  sections.  By  the  interpreta- 
tion clause,  sect  3,  **  the  expression  *  Passenger  Ship' 
shall  signify  every  description  of  such  ship  carrying 
t]ix)n  any  voyage  to  which  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  extend  more  than  thirty  passengers,  or  a  greater 
number  of  passengers  than  in  the  proportion  of  one 
statute  adult"  (defined  earlier)  "to  every  fifty  tons  of  the 
registered  tonnage  of  such  ship  if  propelled  by  sails,  or 
of  one  statute  adult  to  every  twenty  five  tons  if  pro- 
pelled by  steam."  Then,  by  an  earlier  part  of  the  sec- 
tion, "the  expression  'passage'  shall  include  all  pas- 
sages except  cabin  passages;  the  expression  'passengers' 
shall  include  all  passengers  except  cabin  passengers," 
and  certain  labourers,  "  and  no  persons  shall  be  deemed 
cabin  passengers  unless  the  space  allotted  to  their 
exclusive  use  shall  be  in  the  proportion  of  at  least  thirty 
six  clear  superficial  feet  to  each  statute  adult,  nor  unless 
they  shall  be  messed  throughout  the  voyage  at  the  same 
table  with  the  master  or  first  officer  of  the  ship,  nor 
unless  the  fare  contracted  to  be  paid  by  them  respec- 
tively shall  be  in  the  proportion  of  at  least  thirty  shillings 
for  every  week  of  the  length  of  the  voyage  as  computed 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  for  sailing  vessels  pro- 


V. 

Peabce. 
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ceeding  from  the  United  Kingdom  to  any  place  south  1858. 
of  the  equator,  and  of  twenty  shillings  for  such  vessels  ^elus 
proceeding  to  any  place  north  of  the  equator,  nor  unless 
they  shall  have  been  furnished  with  a  duly  signed  con* 
tract  ticket  according  to  the  fonn  in  schedule  (K.)  of 
thfe  Act"  Now  here,  if  the  twenty  one  passengers  who 
messed  with  the  captain  were  cabin  passengers,  there 
were  not  **  passengers,**  as  defined,  enough  to  make  up 
the  number  of  thirty,  or  the  proportion  of  one  statute 
adult  to  every  fifty  tons,  and  the  ship  was  not  a  Passenger 
Ship ;  if  the  twenty  one  were  not  cabin  passengers,  the 
number  of  **  passengers"  was  sufficient  to  make  the  ship 
a  Passenger  Ship.  The  respondent  will  admit  that  the 
twenty  one  were  cabin  passengers,  except  for  the  fact 
of  their  not  having  been  furnished  with  a  contract  ticket 
in  the  form  in  the  schedule  (K.).  The  question  there- 
fore is,  whether,  a  ship  being  otherwise  not  a  Passenger 
Ship,  and  the  parties  being  otherwise  cabin  passengers, 
the  non-delivery  of  the  ticket  converts  the  ship  into  a 
Passenger  Ship  and  prevents  the  parties  from  being 
cabin  passengers.  That  this  is  not  so  is  plain  from  the 
form  of  the  contract  ticket  in  schedule  (K.),  which,  by 
its  terms,  is  applicable  only  to  the  case  of  a  Passenger 
Ship;  and  the  same  is  true  of  the  counter])art.  So  that, 
according  to  the  argument  of  the  respondent,  a  ship, 
circumstanced  as  this  was  as  to  passengers,  would 
fail  to  be  a  Passenger  Ship  by  that  being  done  which 
can  be  done  only  on  the  supposition  that  she  is  a  Pas- 
senger Ship;  and  must  be  a  Passenger  Ship  by  that 
not  being  done  the  doing  of  which  is  impossible  unless 
she  is  a  Passenger  Ship :  her  character  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  an  act  which  cannot  take  place  except  upon 
the  assumption  that  her  character  is  determined  without 

2  F  2 
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1858.        the  act.     The  real  meaning  of  the  section  is  shewn  by 
£j^jjg        seel.  71,  which  prescribes  that,  in  the  case  of  "a  passage 

Peabce  ^"  ^^y  ^^'P»  ^^  ^^  ^  cabin  passage  in  any  *  Passenger 
Ship,'"  contract  tickets  shall  be  given:  in  the  former 
case  according  to  the  form  in  Schedule  (L. ) ;  in  the  latter 
according  to  the  for^p  in  Schedule  (K.).  Unless  therefore 
the  ship  be  in  other  respects  a  "  Passenger  Ship,"  no 
•  contract  ticket  in  the  form  in  Schedule  (K.)  is  necessary 
to  the  cabin  passengers.  How  could  it  be  said  that  a 
ship  was  not  a  Passenger  Ship  for  want  of  that  being  done 
which,  if  done,  would  not  make  her  a  Passenger  Ship  ? 
It  never  can  have  been  intended  to  convert  a  ship 
conveying  cabin  passengers  only  into  a  ^'Passenger 
Ship." 

Aihertan,  contra.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  plain. 
The  test  of  a  ship  being  a  "Passenger  Ship"  is  the 
number  of  passengers  not  having  contract  tickets  in  the 
form  in  Schedule  (K.),  or  the  proportion  which  the 
number  of  such  passengers  bears  to  the  tonnage.  The 
contract  ticket  is  matter  of  substance :  sect  73  limits  the 
damages  and  costs  recoverable  for  breach  of  contract  to 
the  passage  money  in  the  contract  ticket  and  twenty 
pounds.  [Erie  J.  Many  ships  sail  without  any  steerage 
passengers :  does  the  person  receiving  money  from  the 
passengers  incur  the  penalties  under  sect.  71  for  not 
delivering  contract  tickets  in  the  form  in  Schedule  (K.), 
if  the  number  exceed  the  proportion  named  ?  And  is 
he  liable  to  them  at  the  suit  of  emigration  officers,  under 
sect  84  ?]  That  may  be  the  result  of  the  definitions  in 
the  statute.  The  different  sections  of  the  Act  shew  the 
necessity  of  adhering  to  the  definitions.  Sect  51  applies 
to  "passengers"  only  in  Passenger  Ships;  sects.  52,  53, 
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to  both  "passengers"  and  "cabin  passengers"  in  such  |858. 
ships.  It  is  true  that  there  may  be  cabin  passengers  in  a  ^^ 
ship  which  is  not  a  Passenger  Ship.  "- 

fFilde,  in  reply.  That  the  ship  should  be  a  Passenger 
Ship  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  necessity  of  deliver- 
ing a  contract  ticket  in  the  form  in  Schedule  (K.). 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court 

In  this  case  two  magistrates  had  made  an  order,  under 
the  51st  section  of  stat  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  1 19.,  for  the  return 
of  passage  money.  And  the  oqjy  question  submitted 
for  our  consideration  was,  Whether  the  ship  mentioned 
in  the  case  was  under  the  circumstances  a  Passenger 
Ship  within  the  provisions  of  the  above  statute. 

The  ship  had  sailed  with  nine  steerage  passengers, 
and  with  twenty  one  passengers  who  messed  with  the 
officers,  and  had  the  superficial  space,  and  were  to  pay 
the  weekly  fare,  required  by  the  statute  to  constitute 
cabin  passengers,  but  who  had  received  no  contract 
tickets.  If  these  twenty  one  persons  were  to  be  counted 
as  "passengers"  with  reference  to  the  character  of  the 
vessel,  there  would  have  been  a  greater  number  of  pas- 
sengers than  in  the  proportion  of  one  statute  adult  to 
every  fifty  tons;  and  the  vessel  would  have  been  a 
Passenger  Ship :  if  they  were  not  to  be  so  counted,  the 
ship  would  not  have  been  a  Passenger  Ship.  This 
raises  a  difficult  question  on  the  construction  of  the 
statute. 

The  interpretation  clause,  taken  by  itself,  seems 
strongly  in  favour  of  the  construction  by  which  these 
twenty  one  persons  are  to  be  counted  as  not  cabin  pas- 
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1858.  sengers,  so  as  to  make  the  number  such  as  would  con- 
^£^^  sUtute  the  ship  a  Passenger  Ship  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  The  3d  section,  the  interpretation  clause, 
enacts  that  particular  expressions  shall  have  particular 
meanings  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  "  if  not  inconsis- 
tent with  the  context  or  subject  matter."  The  word 
^'  passage**  is  there  defined  to  mean  all  passages  except 
cabin  passages,  and  the  word  *'  passengers'*  all  passengers 
except  cabin  passengers :  and  it  is  then  stated  that  no 
persons  shall  be  deemed  cabin  passengers  unless  they 
mess,  and  have  the  superficial  space,  and  are  to  pay  the 
fare  per  week,  as  mentioned  in  the  Act,  nor  unless  they 
shall  have  been  furnished  with  a  duly  signed  contract 
ticket  according  to  the  form  in  Schedule  (K.)  of  the 
Act  It  is  then  enacted  that  the  expression  ^^  Passenger 
Ship**  shall  signify  every  description  of  ship  &c.  carrying 
.  &C.  more  than  thirty  passengers,  or  a  greater  number  of 
passengers  in  proportion  to  the  tonnage  than  mentioned 
in  the  Act. 

The  twenty  one  passengers  in  question  seem  at  first 
sight  excluded  from  the  category  of  cabin  passengers 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  Act.  And  therefore,  being 
passengers  other  than  cabin  passengers,  they  would  seem 
to  be  *^ passengers"  to  make  up  the  number  which  is, 
with  reference  to  the  amount  of  tonnage,  to  regulate  the 
character  of  the  ship.  On  looking  however  to  the  71st 
section  of  the  Act,  which  requires  the  furnishing  of  the 
contract  tickets,  we  find  two  kinds  of  cabin  passengers 
contemplated:  one,  a  cabin  passenger  in  a  Passenger 
Ship;  and  the  other,  a  cabin  passenger  in  a  Non- 
Passenger  Ship.  And  it  is  to  the  first  class  of  cabin 
passengers  only  that  a  contract  ticket  is  to  be  given. 
To  steerage  passengers  a  contract  ticket  is  to  be  given, 
whether  their  passage  is  engaged  in  a  Passenger  or  a 
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that  the  character  of  the  ship,  as  a  Passenger  or  Non-        £|,i.ig 
Passenger  Ship,  shall  depend  on  the  giving  a  contract      pB^icB. 
ticket  to  persons  otherwise  cabin  passengers,  whereas, 
by  the  same  Act  of  Parliament,  it  is  only  to  cabin  pas- 
sengers in  Passenger  Ships  that  the  contract  ticket  is 
to  be  given.     On  this  construction,  the  character  of  the 
ship  would  have  to  be  determined  by  something  which 
was  not  to  be  done  unless  she  had  the  particular  cha- 
racter of  a  Passenger  Ship.     It  may  therefore  be  argued 
that  the  provision,  as  to  parties  not  being  to  be  deemed 
cabin  passengers  unless  they  have  cond'act  tickets  (K.), 
would  be  inapplicable  to  and  inconsistent  with  that  pur- 
pose of  the  Act  which  is  for  the  regulation  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  ship  according  to  the  number  of  persons  not 
being  cabin  passengers  in  cases  where,  the  ship  not  being 
otherwise  a  Passenger  Ship,  such  passengers  would  not 
be  required  to  have  contract  tickets  furnished  to  them. 
And  it  may  be  said  that  the  interpretation  clause  only 
requires  that  there  should  be  such  tickets  where  the 
vessel  was  otherwise  a  Passenger  Ship,  and  where  such 
contract  for  cabin  passengers  in  a  Passenger  Ship  would 
be  required ;   and  that  the  provision  for  the  parties  hav- 
ing contract  tickets  (K.)  before  they  were  deemed  cabin 
passengers  did  not  extend  to  make  such  contract  tickets 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  them  from  being 
counted  as  steerage  passengers  in  computing  the  num- 
bers with  reference  to  the  thirty  one  passengers,  or  with 
regard  to  the  proportion  of  passengers  to  the  tonnage. 
It  would  seem  strange  to  require  such  tickets  to  be  given 
for  the  purpose  of  making  the  ship  a  Non-Passenger 
Ship  where  they  could  not  be  required  by  the  Act,  and 
would  be  altogether  inapplicable  according  to  the  sta- 
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1858.        tote,  the  moment  they  were  given,  and  the  ship  thereby 


£lli8  made  a  Non-Passenger  Ship.  Another  difficulty  arises 
PfiARox.  ^^^°^  ^^^  consideration  that,  when  the  passage  is  engaged 
and  any  money  is  paid,  the  ticket  (K.)  is  to  be  given, 
if  it  is  in  a  Passenger  Ship ;  and  that,  when  the  money 
is  paid  and  the  passage  engaged  as  in  the  present  case, 
as  far  at  least  as  relates  to  the  earlier  cabin  passengers, 
the  owners  were  perfectly  correct  in  giving  no  contract 
ticket  They  had  then  made  their  engagement  binding 
between  them  and  the  cabin  passengers :  and  it  seems 
strange  to  compel  them,  by  reason  of  the  altered  state 
of  facts,  to  give  tickets  not  required  at  the  time  of  en- 
gaging the  passage,  and  the  giving  of  which  would 
appear  nugatory ;  as,  the  moment  they  were  given  in  a 
case  like  the  present,  the  ship  would  become  a  Non- 
Passenger  Ship  for  a  cabin  passage  in  which  tickets 
would  not  be  necessary. 

The  present  case  is  the  same  in  effect  as  if  there  were 
no  steerage  passengers,  and  as  if,  ex.  gr.,  fifty  passengers, 
with  the  requisite  space,  messing  and  fare,  had  taken 
their  passage,  intending  to  be  cabin  passengers  in  a  ship 
not  intended  to  be  a  Passenger  Ship,  nor  so  fitted  out. 
In  such  case,  according  to  the  argument  for  the  respon- 
dent, the  ship  would  be  a  Passenger  Ship  till  contract 
tickets  were  given,  and,  when  these  tickets  were  given, 
the  ship  would  eo  instanti  cease  to  be  a  Passenger  Ship, 
and  would  remain  a  Non-Passenger  Ship  for  a  passage 
in  which  the  tickets  would  not  be  required  under  sect.  71. 
On  such  a  construction  no  ship  could  sail  with  thirty  one 
cabin  passengers  without  going  through  the  ceremony  of 
giving  contract  tickets  (K.),  which  they  clearly  are  not 
intended  to  have  furnished  to  them  under  the  provisions 
of  the  71st  section. 
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therefore,  think  that  the  safest  construction  is  to        1858. 
the  provision  in  the  interpretation  clause,  as  to        Elub 
tickets  (K.),  only  applies  in  the  case  of  a      p^ici. 
'd;  and  that  it  is  inapplicable  for  the  pur- 
ng  as  steerage   passengers  persons  not 
.vjKets,   but  being  cabin   passengers   in   other 
.opects.     On  this  construction,  the  clause  should  be 
read  "  nor  unless"  [m  the  case  of  Passenffer  Ships]  "  they 
have  the  contract  ticket  (K.).''     This  does  not  seem  an 
overstrained  construction,  as  the  reference  to  the  form 
(K.)  shevirs  that  the  Legislature  speaks  of  cabin  pas- 
sengers in  Passenger  Vessels  to  whom  alone  that  pro- 
vision is  applicable  ;  and  the  provision  would  have  suffi- 
cient operation  as  requiring  that,  in  the  case  of  Passenger 
Ships,  no  passenger  should  be  deemed  a  cabin  passenger 
unless  he  had  the  contract  ticket  (K.). 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  not  satisfied  that  persons  in 
the  position  of  the  twenty  one  persons  in  the  present 
case  are  to  be  deemed  ^^  passengers*'  for  the  purpose  of 
being  counted  as  such  in  determining  the  character  of 
the  ship. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong, 
and  that  our  judgment  should  be  for  the  appellants. 

Judgment  for  the  appellants. 
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Fridaif, 
Mnjf  28th. 


Action  by  A. 
and  B.,  payees 
of  a  joint  and 
several  pro- 
missory  note, 
against  C,  one 
of  tbe  makers. 
Plea,  that  the 
said  note  was 
made  (setting 
it  out)  by  B,, 
one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  the 
defendant,  and 
another:  and 
that  the  de- 
fendant, in 
case  the  plain- 
tiffs were  to 
recover  from 
him  in  that 
action  the 
amount  of  the 
said  note, 
would  be  en- 
titled to  call 
on  B,  for 
contribution. 

On  demur- 
rer, held  a 
bad  plea,  as 
being  no  an- 
swer to  the 
action  upon 
the  several 
contract  by  C. 

SemUtf  per 
Lord  Campbell 
C.  J.,  that, 
even  if  the 
plea  had  been 
good,  a  repli- 
cation, aver. 
rin|^  that  the 
plam  tiffs  made 
the  said  note 
only  as  sureties 


William  Pain  Beecham   and  Richabd  Smitu 
against  Henry  Tilden  Smith. 

^HE  declaration  stated  that  defendant,  on  lltb  De- 
cemher  1852,  by  his  promissory  note,  now  overdue, 
promised  to  pay  to  plaintiff  lOOOiL  on  demand,  with 
interest  for  the  same  at  4/.  per  cent  per  annum  from  the 
date  thereof.     Breach :  Non-payment 

Pleas:  I,  as  to  one  third  of  plaintiffs'  claim.  **  That 
the  promissory  note  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
and  is  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  plaintiff  Richard 
Smith,  the  defendant,  and  one  Tilden  Smith,  and  was 
and  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say : 
*  £1000  •  Battle,  1 1  th  Deer.,  1852. 

^On  demand  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to 
William  Pain  Beecham  and  Richard  Smith,  or  order,  the 
sum  of  lOOOiL  for  value  received,  with  interest  for  the 
same  at  4/.  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  date  hereof. 

*  Henry  Tilden  Smith, 
'  Tilden  Smith, 
'  Richard  Smith: 
And  the  defendant  saith  that  the  said  Richard  Smith,  in 
the  said  note  mentioned  as  one  of  the  payees  thereof, 
and  as  one  of  the  makers  thereof,  was  and  is  the  plaintiff 
Richard  Smith :  and  the  said  note,  at  the  time  it  was 
made,  was  one  upon  and  by  virtue  whereof  the  defend- 
ant, in  case  he  paid  the  same,  or  more  than  one  third 

for  thirJ  parties,  would  have  been  a  good  answer. 
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part  thereof,  would  be  entitled  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff         1858. 
Richard  iSmith  to  pay  and  to  recover  from  him  contri-      Beecham 
button.     And  the  defendant  further  saith  that,  bj  reason        smVtu 
of  the  premises,  in  case  the  plaintiffs  were  to  recover 
from  him  in  this  action  the  amount  of  the  said  promis- 
sory note  and  interest,   he,   the   defendant,  would  be 
entitled  to  sue  for  and  recover  from  the  plaintiff  Rtc/iard 
Smith  one  third  part  of  the  amount  so  recovered  from 
him,  the  defendanu" 

2,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration.  A  similar  plea. 

Demurrer  to  both  pleas.     Joinder. 

Replication  (first),  to  both  pleas.  That  the  plaintifis 
issued  their  writ  in  this  action  against  the  defendant  alone, 
and  upon  and  in  respect  only  of  his  several  liability  upon 
the  said  promissory  note,  and  not  otherwise  or  as  one  of 
the  joint  makers  of  the  said  note.  And  the  plain tifl&  say 
that  the  said  promissory  note  was  made  and  given  to 
the  plaintiffs  only  as  and  being  trustees  for  third  per- 
sons, as  the  said  makers  then  well  knew,  and  not  for  or 
in  respect  of  any  debt,  claim  or  demand  by  the  said 
plain tifis  on  the  said  makers  of  the  said  note  or  either 
of  them  due  to  or  claimable  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  either 
of  them,  in  their  or  his  personal  right. 

Demurrer.     Joinder. 

Lushy  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  pleas  are  bad.  If  the 
note  were  simply  a  joint  note,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  sue : 
but  where  a  contract  is  both  joint  and  several,  as  here, 
it  may  be  treated  as  either,  at  the  option  of  the  holder. 
And  therefore,  as  was  observed  by  the  Court  in  giving 
judgment  in  Kinff  v.  Hoare  (a),  such  a  note  may  be  con- 
sidered as  representing  three  several  notes ;  in  this  case, 

(a)  13  M,  ^  W.  494.  505. 
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1858.  one  by  the  defendant,  one  by  the  plaintiff  Richard  Smithy 
Beecham  ^^^  ^°®  ^y  *  ^^^^^  party.  The  note  by  the  plaintiff 
Smith  Richard  Smith  would  be  no  answer  to  an  action  by  him 
and  the  other  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  upon  the 
first.  The  argument,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff,  if  he 
recovered,  would  be  liable  to  contribute,  does  not  apply. 
In  all  the  cases  in  which  that  argument  has  been 
adopted,  and  whjch  will  probably  be  cited  on  the  other 
side,  such  as  Moffatt  v.  Van  Millingen  (a)  and  Teagne  v. 
Hubb€urd(b\  the  defendant  was  liable  only  jointly.  [Cok' 
ridge  J.  The  note  here  is  joint  as  well  as  several.  Do 
you  contend  that  the  defendant  here  would  have  no 
claim  for  contribution  ?]  Not  against'  the  parties  who 
are  joint  plaintifis  in  this  action :  there  is  therefore  no 
circuity  of  action,  which  arises  only  where  there  is 
liability  to  contribution  between  the  same  parties,  ac« 
cording  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  note  (A)  to  Turner 
V.  Davies  (c)  and  in  IValmesley  v.  Cooper  (rf). 

Further,  the  replication  is  good.  The  fact  that  the 
plaintifis  are  suing  as  trustees  is  a  legal  answer  to  a 
defence  founded  upon  an  alleged  personal  liability  on 
their  part 

Bovilly  for  the  defendants.  The  pleas  are  good.  The 
note  is  a  contract  between  the  plaintiffs  on  the  one 
hand,  and  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  defendant,  and  a 
third  party,  on  the  other :  and  the  plaintifis  cannot  at 
law  recover  against  one  of  themselves  connected  with 
others ;  Bosanqnet  v.  fFray  (e%  Neale  v.  Turton  (g). 
The  defence  to  the  plaintiffs'  claim  rests  on  the  general 

(a)  Note  (c)  to  Mainwaring  v.  Ntwman,  2  B,  ^  P,  124. 
(6)  S  B.^a  345.  (c)  2  Wms,  Saumd   150  o. 

(rf)  llA.^E,  216.  (e)  6  TuHnt.  597. 

(g)  4  Bing,  149. 


V. 

Smith. 
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principle,  and  not  upon  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  1858. 
circuity  of  action.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  In  the  two  beecham^ 
cases  last  cited  the  action  was  upon  a  joint  contract. 
Crompton  J.  The  contract  here  may  in  equity  be  good 
only  as  a  joint  contract,  and  yet  good  at  law  as  a 
several  contract.]  In  Richards  v.  Richards  {a)  it  was 
allowed  that  a  married  woman,  payee  of  a  note  drawn  by 
her  husband  and  two  others,  could  not,  in  his  lifetime, 
sue  upon  the  note,  inasmuch  as  she  would  have  to  join 
her  husband  as  plaintiff  against  himself  and  others, 
though  it  was  decided  that  she  might  sue  after  his  death. 
Yet  there  the  note  was  joint  and  several.  In  Wallace 
V.  Keball  {b)  it  was  held  that  accord  and  satisfaction 
with  one  of  three  plaintiffs  might  be  pleaded  as  a  de- 
fence to  a  claim  by  all  the  three  ;  on  the  general 
principle,  commented  on  in  2  Williams  On  Executors^ 
p.  1180  (5th  ed.),  that  a  release  by  one  of  several 
joint  creditors  is  a  release  by  all.  Here,  the  liability  of 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  to  be  sued  by  the  defendant  in 
respect  of  the  instrument  declared  upon  operates  in  the 
same  way  as  a  release  by  such  plaintiff,  and  extinguishes 
his  right. 

Further,  the  replication  is  bad.  Gibson  v.  Winter  (c) 
decides  that,  where  a  trustee  sues  at  law  as  a  plaintiff, 
he  must  be  treated  in  all  respects  as  a  party  to  the  cause, 
and  that  a  defence  against  him  is  a  defence  against  the 
cestui  que  trust  suing  in  his  name. 

Lush^  in  reply.  There  is  no  analogy  between  the 
present  case  and  Wallace  v.  Kelsall(by  There  the 
claim  was  a  joint  claim  only ;  and  the  decision  rested 

(a)  2  B,^  Ad.  447.  451  (b)  1  M,  ^  W.  264. 

(c)  b  B  k  Ad.  96. 
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1858.  on  the  well  known  principle,  as  stated  in  Williams  On 
Beecham  ExecutoTSy  that  a  discbarge  of  a  debtor  by  one  of  several 
Smith  joint  creditors  is  a  discharge  of  all.  In  Richards  v. 
Richards  {a)  the  ground  given  by  the  Court  for  their 
opinion  that  the  wife  could  not  have  sued,  in  her  hus- 
band's lifetime,  upon  the  note  made  jointly  and  severally 
by  him  and  others,  was  that,  if  she  had  recovered,  her 
husband,  whose  siireties  the  other  makers  were,  and  she, 
would  have  been  liable  to  a  cross  action  by  them  for  the 
repayment  of  the  money  so  recovered:  so  that  there 
would  have  been  a  circuity  of  action.  Here  no  such 
difficulty  (a  technical  difficulty  only,  as  was  observed  by 
Lord  Tenterden  in  giving  judgment)  exists. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pleas 
are  bad.  This  is  an  action  brought  upon  the  promise 
by  the  defendant  contained  in  the  promissory  note  made 
jointly  and  severally  by  himself  and  two  others,  one  of 
those  two  others  being  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  con- 
tract sued  upon  is  the  several  contract  of  the  defendant ; 
and  the  fact,  that  there  is  also,  upon  the  same  instrument, 
a  joint  contract  by  the  three  makers,  is  no  defence. 
The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  all  of  them  dis- 
tinguishable. Even  if  the  pleas  had  been  good,  I  think 
the  replication  would  have  been  an  answer. 

CoLERiDQB  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendant  has  very  properly  given  up 
any  argument  founded  upon  the  policy  of  avoiding  circuity 
of  action.  That  argument  might  be  material,  if  there 
were  only  one  plaintiff  here,  and  he  the  maker  of  the 

(a)  1  B.^  Ail.  447. 


V. 

Smith. 
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promissory  note.     But,  practically,  there  are  three  pro-        1858. 
missory  notes  signed  by  three  diflFerent  parties;  and  the  "beecham" 
note  declared  on  is  not   that  signed  by  the  plaintiff 
Ricliard  Smithy   but    that    signed    by   the    defendant. 
Upon  that  note  the  plaintifis  have  an  undoubted  right 
of  action. 

Erle  J.  Two  plaintifis  sue  one  of  the  makers  of  a 
joint  and  several  promissory  note.  The  pleas  set  up 
that  the  note  is  joint  and  several,  and  that  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  is  a  maker  of  the  joint  note.  But  the  several 
note  here  sued  upon  is  a  note  made  by  the  defendant, 
to  which  that  plaintiff  is  not  a  party.  The  pleas,  there- 
fore, are  no  answer  to  the  action. 

Crompton  J.  As  a  joint  contract,  this  note,  un- 
doubtedly, would  not  be  enforceable  at  law.  But  the 
plaintifis  are  at  liberty  to  sue  on  it  as  a  several  note  by 
any  of  the  makers.  The  defendant  who  is  so  sued  is 
not  at  liberty  to  claim  to  have  the  note  treated  as  a  joint 
note.  The  argument,  that  the  plaintiff  would  be  liable 
to  contribution,  has  been  rightly  met  by  the  answer  that 
the  contribution  would  not  be  by  the  same  parties  as 
those  suing.  I  had  some  doubt,  at  first,  whether 
lUchards  v.  Richards  (a)  was  not  an  authority  in  favour 
of  the  pleas,  as  having  decided  that  the  contract  there 
could  not  be  enforced  as  a  several  contract,  because  it 
was  also  a  joint  contract  But,  upon  looking  into  the  case, 
I  see  that  it  was  decided  on  quite  a  different  ground, 
and  does  not  affect  the  present  case. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifis. 

(a)  2  B  §-  Ad.  447. 
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1868. 


Ma^mh.         John  Peahson  and  Henry  Hampton  against 

John  Dawson. 


A  porchased  Hj^HIS  was  a  Special  case,  stated  by  order  of  Crompton  J. 
taJn^goodsr"  ^^^  material  parts  were  as  follows, 

bondcd^i^.  On  15th  May  1857,  defendant,  a  merchant  in  While' 
house  under  haven^  Consignee  of  a  cargo  of  sugar  from  Jamaica^  per 
D/s  warehouse   OronteSi  had  a  sale  of  the  sugar  at  his  warehouse. 

keeper,  and 

entered  at  the  The  terms  of  payment  of  sales  of  sugar  at  Whitehaven 
in  D,'t  name ;  are  either  cash,  in  which  case  discount  is  allowed,  or 
bills  at  three  ^  l>ills  at  three  months. 

Mine  dav^!  *  ^^  ^^®  ^^'^  ^^  question  Mr.  Askew,  a  grocer  in  WJiite- 
^^  ^  ^\\\\  ^^^^9  purchased  the  whole  of  the  sugars  ex  The  Orantes 
lying  at  D.*9     which  had  not  been  previously  sold,  includinir  the  twenty 

warehouse,  to  '^  ,  . 

P.,  and  gave      hogsheads  hereinafter  mentioned  ;  and  he  gave  his  own 

him  a  delivery  ,        i    r      i  /.        i 

order  on  />.  for  acceptances  at  three  months  to  toe  defendant  for  the 
D.,  on  receiv.    purchase  mouej.     Samples  of  the  sugars  so  purchased 
it  oil  th^  file       by   Mr.  Askew   were   then   delivered    to   him   by   the 
^'Atr.   defendant, 
name,  as  pur-         ipj^^  defendant,  in  accordance  with  his  usual  practice 

chaser,  opposite  '  '^ 

the  entry  of       Jq  gQch  cases,  entered  in  a  book  kept  by  him  for  the 

the  specified  '         '' 

goods  in  the      purpose,  and  called  "  The  Sugar  Book,"  the  different 

tale  book,  in 

which  he  had     sales  effected   on   the  occasion   in  question,  with   the 

originally  en- 
tered A.*s 

name  as  purchaser.  P,  afterwards,  on  several  occasions,  gave  to  D,  delivery  orders  for 
portions  of  the  goods.  D  thereupon  signed  a  delivery  order  to  his  warehouse  keeper,  and 
those  portions  were  delivered  to  P.,  he  paying  the  duty.  Without  a  delivery  order  by  2>. 
and  payment  of  duties,  the  goods  would  not  be  delivered  from  the  warehouse. 

A,  afterwards,  and  before  the  bills  given  by  him  were  due,  became  insolvent ;  and  the 
bills  were  dishonoured.  D.  refused  to  deliver  the  remainder  of  the  goods  to  P.,  alleging 
that  he  was  entitled  to  detain  them  till  A.*s  debt  to  him  was  paid. 

Held,  that  he  had  no  such  right :  that,  by  accepting  the  delivery  order  given  by  A.  to  P., 
without  giving  notice  to  P.  of  any  contingent  claim  upon  the  goods  in  respect  of  A,,  D.  must 
bo  held  to  have  recognised  P.  as  entitled  to  the  absolute  right  in  the  property  and  the 
possession  of  the  goods,  and  could  not,  as  against  P ,  set  up  any  subsequent  claim  in  respect 
of  A. 
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names  of  the  respective  purchasers  written  in  ink  oppo-        1858. 
site  to  the  parcels  of  sugar  which  had  been  sold  to  them       pbarsoh 
respectively.  P^;-^, 

After  the  sale,  and  on  the  daj  it  took  place>  the 
plaintifib  purchased  of  Askew  for  725/.  5^.  Id.  twenty 
of  the  hogsheads  of  sugar  which  the  latter  had  purchased 
at  the  sale  of  the  defendant:  and  on  the  following  day 
they  gave  Askew  their  bill  at  three  months  for  the 
amount.  This  bill  was  immediately  indorsed  for  value 
by  AskeWf  and  has  since  been  paid  by  the  plaintifis. 
AskeWf  on  the  resale  of  the  twenty  hogsheads,  gave  the 
plaintiffs  the  samples  of  them  he  had  received  from  the 
defendant,  and  also  a  delivery  order  for  them  upon  the 
defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 
^  Mr.  John  Dawson. 

^Please  deliver  to  Messrs.  Pearson  Sf  Hampton^  or 

order,  20  hogsheads  of  sugar  ex  Orontes.^* 

[Here  followed  the  trade  marks  of  the  parcels.] 

<'  Whitehaven,  15th  May  1857. 

^^  James  Askew.^ 

This  order  was  handed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defend- 
ant on  18th  May  1857 ;  on  receipt  whereof  the  defendant, 
in  accordance  with  his  usual  practice  in  such  cases, 
placed  it  on  his  file,  and  wrote  in  pencil  in  the  said  book 
called  '^  The  Sugar  Book"  (but  this  was  not  known  to 
the  plaintifis)  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  viz. 
**  Pearson  8f  Hampton,^  opposite  the  particular  hogs- 
heads of  sugar  which  had  so  been  resold  to  them  by 
Askew,  and  which  the  defendant  had  so  entered  in  the 
said  book  as  sold  to  Askew.  This  book,  with  the  entries 
so  made  in  it,  was  kept  by  the  defendant,  to  enable 
him  to  ascertain  readily,  and  without  referring  to  the 

E.  a  &  E.  2  G 
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1868.       file,  to  whom   the   different  hogsheads  of  sugar  were 

Pearaon      deliverable. 

Daytbon  ^^  warehouse  in  which  the  sugars  were  kept  was  a 

bonded  warehouse,  double  locked,  the  key  of  one  of  the 
locks  being  kept  by  the  locker  of  the  Custom  House, 
and  the  key  of  the  other  by  the  defendant's  warehouse 
keeper. 

At  the  time  of  the  sale  all  the  sugars  were  in  the 
defendant's  warehouse,  under  the  charge  of  his  ware- 
house keeper,  who  is  in  his  service,  and  stood  in  de- 
fendant's own  name  at  the  Custom  House,  and  so 
remained. 

It  is  not  the  practice  for  the  officers  of  customs  to 
notice  any  change  of  ownership.  They  retain  their 
controul  over  the  goods  until  the  duty  is  paid,  after 
which  they  leave  it  to  the  warehouse  keeper  to  deliver 
the  goods  to  the  person  entitled  to  them.  Any  original 
purchaser  or  sub-purchaser,  who  required  a  hogshead  to 
be  delivered  to  him,  had  to  obtain  an  order  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  defendant,  addressed  to  his  warehouse 
keeper,  to  deliver  the  hogshead ;  and  on  presenting  the 
order  so  signed  the  hogshead  would  be  delivered  accord- 
ingly, if  the  duty  had  been  paid :  and  without  such  an 
order  no  purchaser  could  obtain  the  delivery  of  a  single 
hogshead.  The  duty  would  have  been  so  paid  by  the 
plaintiffs,  if  the  defendant  could  have  given  them  a 
delivery  order. 

At  the  same  time  that  the  plaintiffs  handed  to  the 
defendant,  on  18th  itfiary,  1857,  Askews  delivery  order 
as  before  mentioned,  they  also  handed  to  him  a  delivery 
order  of  their  own  for  two  of  the  hogsheads  so  resold  to 
them  by  Asketo,  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  last 
mentioned  order. 
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«  Whitehaven  18th  May  1857.  1858. 

"  Please  deliver  2  hogsheads  of  sugar  Ex  Orontes  9th      peabsoh 

[Here  followed  the  trade  marks  of  the  parcels.] 

"  Per  pro  Pearson  8f  Hampton 

"A  Graham.*' 

Upon  the  presentation  of  this  order  the  defendant 
signed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  the  usual  order  to 
his  warehouse  keeper  for  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiffs  of 
the  two  hogsheads  mentioned  in  their  order  upon  him- 
self: and  thereupon  the  plaintifis  paid  the  duty  on  these 
hogsheads ;  and  they  were  delivered  to  the  plaintifis. 

On  subsequent  days,  viz.  on  the  20th9  22d9  23d  and 
27th  JUajff  \S57f  and  also  on  2d  June  in  the  same  year, 
similar  orders  to  that  of  the  1 8th  May  above  set  forth 
were  presented  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  for  the 
delivery  to  them  of  other  hogsheads  of  the  sugar  so 
resold  to  them  by  Askew ;  and  all  these  orders  were  com- 
plied with  in  like  manner,  and  the  sugars  mentioned  in 
them  were  delivered  to  the  plaintifis,  in  the  same  way  as 
the  two  hogsheads  mentioned  in  the  aforesaid  order  of 
1 8th  May.  In  this  way  eight  out  of  the  twenty  hogs- 
heads of  sugar  so  resold  to  the  plaintiffs  have  been 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs. 

On  2d  Juncy  1857,  Askew  became  insolvent,  and 
stopped  payment,  and,  on  4th  «/ufy,  1857,  executed  a 
deed  for  winding  up  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors  under  inspection.  At  the  time  of  his  so  be- 
coming insolvent  and  stopping  payment,  twelve  of  the 
twenty  hogsheads  purchased  of  him  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
aforesaid  still  remained  undelivered  in  the  defendant's 
warehouse ;  and  defendant,  claiming  a  lien  upon  them 
for  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money  due  for  them 

2  Q  2 
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1858.        ^o  ^>i^  ^0^  Askew,  declined  to  deliver  them  to  the 
Pearson       plaintifis. 

DAWiiON.  ^^  acceptances  given  by  Askew  to  the  defendant  for 

the  sugars  purchased  by  him  at  the  sale  have  been  dis- 
honouredy  and  are  now  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
wholly  unpaid. 

The  Court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any  inference 
from  the  facts  as  stated  above  which  a  jury  might  draw 
therefrom. 

The  original  book  above  referred  to  and  the  entries 
therein  may  be  referred  to  by  either  party  on  the  argu- 
ment of  this  case. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  Whether 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendant 
the  value,  less  the  duty,  of  the  twelve  hogsheads  so 
remaining  undelivered  in  the  defendant's  warehouse 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated. 

Manistyy  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  has  no 
lien  upon  the  goods.  There  has  been,  practically,  a 
delivery  of  them  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  he  must 
therefore  be  considered  as  holding  the  goods  only  as 
their  bailee.  Askew,  the  first  vendee,  had,  immediately 
upon  the  sale  to  him,  a  right  either  to  take  away  the 
goods,  or,  as  he  did,  to  sell  them  to  the  plaintiffs  and 
hand  them  over  the  delivery  order.  This  delivery  order 
was  handed  over  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  who 
thereupon  entered  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs  in  his  book, 
opposite  the  goods,  as  being  the  parties  to  whom  they 
were  deliverable.  It  is  true  that  this  entry  was  not 
communicated  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs ;  but  they  had  a 
right  to  assume,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  repudia- 
tion by  the  defendant,  that  he  acknowledged  them  as 


XXI.   VICTORIA.  453 

the  owners.  The  handing  over  of  the  delivery  order  1858, 
would  be  sufficient,  without  any  actual  transfer  in  the  Peaesoh 
defendant's  books;  Harman  v,  Anderson  {a).  But,  fur-  dawsoh. 
ther,  the  defendant  acknowledged  and  acted  on  several 
successive  delivery  orders  given  by  the  plain  tifl^  in 
respect  of  part  of  the  goods.  This  is  direct  evidence 
that  the  defendant  attorned,  so  to  speak,  to  the  plain tifis. 
[Crampton  J.  There  are  several  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  decided  that  a  part  delivery  of  the  goods,  under 
such  circumstances,  would  not  destroy  the  lien  of  the 
first  vendor,  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  such  delivery 
was  meant  as  part  delivery  of  the  whole.]  Here  it  was 
clearly  meant  to  be  so;  for  the  defendant,  upon  Askew's 
delivery  order  for  the  whole  being  handed  over  to  him 
by  the  plaintiffs,  unequivocally  adopted  them  as  the 
parties  to  whom  the  whole  was  to  be  delivered.  That 
is  sufficient,  as  was  considered  in  Dixon  v.  Bovill  {b\  to 
destroy  the  right  of  the  first  vendor  to  stop  in  transitu. 
McEwan  v.  Smith  (c)  will  probably  be  relied  upon  by 
the  other  side.  But  there,  although  a  delivery  order 
was  given  by  the  vendor  to  the  first  vendee,  it  was 
never  given  or  communicated  to  the  warehouse  keeper. 
And  in  that  case  there  were  no  other  circumstances,  as 
here,  to  shew  an  adoption  of  the  second  vendee  as 
owner.  Here  the  first  vendor  has,  before  the  insolvency 
of  the  first  vendee,  done  every  act  by  which  he  could 
sanction  the  sale  by  such  first  vendee  to  a  third  party : 
the  first  vendor's  right,  therefore,  as  against  the  first 
vendee,  to  stop  in  transitu  is  gone.  Hawes  v.  Watson  {d) 
is  an  authority  for  the  plaintifiis.     In  the  judgments  in 


(a)  2  Oimpb   243.  (6)  3  A/arv  Ktp    U   L.  1.  18. 

(c)  2  H.  L.  a  309.  (d)  2  B.  Sc  C.  640. 
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1858.        ^^^^  <^^^^  ^^^  question  is  discussed  at  some  length,  and 
PBARaoH      ^^  authorities  reviewed. 


V. 

Dawsov. 


Wilde,  for  the  defendant  It  is  true  that,  if  a  vendee  in 
actual  possession  of  the  goods,  either  by  himself  or  the 
warehouse  keeper,  gives  to  a  second  vendee  a  delivery 
order  which  is  subsequently  adopted  and  acknowledged, 
either  by  the  first  vendee  or  the  warehouse  keeper  respec- 
tively, the  right  to  possession  of  the  goods  is  transferred  to 
that  second  vendee.    That  is  clear  from  Harman  v.  Ander- 
son (a).    But  here  the  goods  are,  from  first  to  last,  in  the 
possession  of  the  first  vendor.     After  Askew  had  bought 
the  goods,  he  was,  no  doubt,  entitled  to  take  possession 
of  them  whenever  he  demanded  it.     But  he  never  did 
demand  it;  so  that,  as  far  as  regards  him,  the  goods 
were  still  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant.     Then 
Asketo,  by  giving  the  delivery  order  to  the  plaintifis, 
transferred  to  them  the  right  to  demand  possession. 
But  they  did   not  demand  it.      [Crompton  J.     They 
gave  delivery  orders  for  part  by  virtue  of  the  original 
delivery  order ;  and  the  defendant  acted  on  them. J   That 
would  not  destroy  the  defendant's  right,  upon  Asketos 
insolvency,  to  stop  in  transitu  what  was  still  undelivered, 
and  in  his  actual  possession,  as  an  unpaid  vendor.     In 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited  for  the  plaintifis  the 
first  vendor  had  parted  with  the  actual  possession  to  the 
first  vendee.     Here  he  has  not,  except  as  to  part :  and, 
though  he  may,  by  acting  on  the  delivery  orders  with 
respect  to  part,  have  acknowledged  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  eventually  to  have  possession,  when  they  chose 
to  claim  it,  of  what  remained,  he  did  not  thereby  transfer 

(a)  2  Campb.  242. 
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the  actual  possession  to  them.  Dixon  v.  Yates  {a)  shews  1858. 
that  a  delivery  of  part  does  not  operate  as  a  constructiye  Pbaesom 
delivery  of  the  whole,  although  it  is  made  with  the  d^^^son 
intention  that  it  should  so  operate.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
Do  you  say  that,  if  the  first  vendor  has  acknowledged  the 
title  of  the  second  vendee,  he  has  still  a  lien  as  against 
the  first  vendee  ?]  Yes,  if  he  has  not  parted  with  the 
actual  possession  of  that  upon  which  he  claims  a  lien  ; 
Dixon  V.  Yates  {a).  Here  the  remainder  of  the  goods 
were  at  the  Custom  House  in  the  defendant's  name. 
[Ix)rd  Campbell  C.  J.  That  is  merely  a  technical  pos- 
session.] McEwan  v.  Smith  (i)  shews  what  the  real 
efiect  of  a  delivery  order  is ;  and  that  a  mere  agreement 
to  deliver  does  not  transfer  the  possession.  Tawnley  v. 
Crump  (c)  is  to  the  same  efiect.  [Erie  J.  The  defendant 
would  have,  at  the  best,  only  a  contingent  lien,  dependent 
upon  the  bill  being  dishonoured.]  The  lien  is  suspended 
until  then.  [Crompton  J.  The  right  would  hardly  be  a 
right  of  lien  at  all :  it  would  be  something  analogous  to 
a  right  to  stop  in  transitu.] 

Manistj/y  in  reply.  The  argument  advanced  for  the 
defendant  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  established  cases. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Is  there  any  case  in  which  the 
original  vendor  was  his  own  warehouse  keeper  ?]  That 
was  so  in  Townley  v.  Crump  {c).  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
There  the  vendor  expressly  recognised  the  title  of  the 
vendee.]  There  are  many  cases,  as  was  observed  by 
Bayley  J.  in  giving  judgment  in  Hatoes  v.  Watson  (</), 
shewing  that  such  recognition  may  be  by  implication,  so 
as  to  destroy  the  right  to  stop  in  transitu ;  Stoveld  v. 

(a)  5  B.  ^  Ad,  313.  (6)  2  H.  L.  C,  309. 

(c)  4  ^   §•  E,  68.  id)  2  B.^  C\  540. 
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1868.  Hughes  {a)  is  there  cited  as  an  authority  on  that  point 
Pkaesoh  ^^^  ^*'  case  also  shews  that,  if  the  first  vendee  acknow- 
DAW805.  l®<^g®  ^^  'i^lc  of  the  second  vendee,  whether, he  transfer 
to  him  the  actual  possession  or  not,  the  original  vendor 
has  no  longer  the  right  to  stop  in  transitu  as  against  the 
first  vendee.  Whitehouse  v.  Frost  (J)  is  to  the  same  effect. 
In  Townley  v.  Crump  (c)  the  agreement  to  deliver  was 
between  the  first  vendor  and  the  first  vendee ;  and  this 
distinction  was  noticed  by  the  Court  in  giving  judgment. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintifis  are  entitled  to  recover.  I  take  it  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  authorities  that,  if  a  delivery  order  is 
lodged  with  the  warehouse  keeper,  and  he  accepts  it, 
be  becomes  the  agent  of  the  vendee  who  lodges  it,  and 
cannot  contest  his  title,  or  claim  a  lien  upon  the  goods. 
Were  this  otherwise,  commerce  could  not  be  safely  or 
successfully  carried  on.  Here  the  goods  were  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  defendant,  being  at  a  bonded 
warehouse  in  his  name.  The  plaintiffs  purchase  from 
AskeWi  and  lodge  the  delivery  order,  given  by  him  to 
them,  with  the  defendant.  The  defendant  makes  no 
observation  at  the  time,  and  therefore  leads  the  plaintifiB 
to  believe  that  he  holds  for  them,  and  that  they  may 
claim  the  goods  at  any  time.  At. that  time  he  had  no 
lien  against  Askew :  but,  if  he  meant  to  reserve  his  con- 
tingent right  of  lien,  he  should  have  expressly  signified 
such  reservation  when  the  delivery  order  was  lodged. 
In  the  absence  of  any  such  statement,  the  state  of  things 
is  practically  as  if  the  defendant  had  expressly  said  to 
the  plaintiffs,  ^'  I  accept  the  delivery  order,  and  hold  the 

(a)  14  East,  30S, 

(b)  12  last,  6)4.     See  Swanwick  v.  Sothem,  9  A.^  E.  895. 

(c)  4  A,^  E.  58. 


XXL  VICTORIA.  457 

goods  for  you."  He  does  not  add,  "  but  I  have  a  lien  1 858. 
upon  them  in  respect  of  Askew^  or  any  words  to  that  Peaeson 
effect ;  and  therefore  leads  them  to  suppose  that  he  has  d^^^oh 
no  lien  upon  the  goods.  If  the  plaintifis  had  been 
aware  that  he  had  such  a  lien,  they  would  have  taken 
away  the  goods,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  being 
detained  by  the  defendant  The  title  of  the  purchaser 
being  once  acknowledged  by  the  warehouseman,  the 
purchaser  has  a  right  to  treat  the  warehouseman  as  his 
agent ;  and  the  latter  cannot  afterwards  set  up  a  right 
in  respect  of  a  third  party.  The  right  claimed  by  the 
defendant  is  analogous  to  a  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu ; 
and,  as  to  that,  there  are  many  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
decided  that,  after  the  first  vendor  has  parted  with  the 
possession  of  the  goods  to  the  second  vendee,  and  acknow- 
ledged bis  title,  he  cannot  afterwards  stop  them  in  tran- 
situ on  account  of  any  claim  against  the  first  vendee. 

Coleridge  J.  It  is  of  material  importance  not  to 
break  in  upon  the  effect  which  has  always  been  given 
to  delivery  orders :  and,  construing  this  delivery  order 
upon  the  usual  principle,  I  think  it  amounted  to  a  sub- 
stitution of  the  plaintiffs  in  Asketo's  rights.  Now,  what 
were  bis  rights  ?  He  had,  at  that  time,  the  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  goods;  and  the  defendant's  claim  of 
lien  had  not  yet  arisen.  Then,  by  accepting  the  delivery 
order  handed  over  to  him  by  the  plaintifis,  the  defendant 
holds  the  goods  for  them  as  he  before  did  for  Askew^ 
but  with  this  difference,  that,  as  the  plaintlfis  had  paid 
for  the  goods,  and  Askew  had  not,  the  defendant  had  no 
contingent  lien  in  respect  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  he  had  in 
respect  of  Askew  while  he  held  for  him,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs had  an  absolute  right  to  the  possession,  unclogged 
with  any  right  to  lien  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.     lie 
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185S.        could  not  keep  alive  any  lien  against  Askew  without 
Pearson      express  notice  to  the  plaintifis:  and  he  gave  no  such 
Dawson       notice :  indeed,  if  he  had,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiffs 
would  not  have  left  the  goods  with  him. 

Erle  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Some  ambiguity 
has  crept  in,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  as  to  the 
word  **  possession."  The  defendant's  sale  to  Askew  was 
an  absolute  sale,  whether  the  goods  were  paid  for  in 
ready  money  or  by  a  bill  Asketo  then  acquired  the 
right  of  property  in  the  goods ;  and  the  defendant's 
possession  was  as  much  the  possession  of  Askew  as  if 
the  goods  had  been  in  the  keeping  of  Askew^s  servant. 
No  doubt  the  defendant  had  still  a  contitiffent  right, 
analogous  to  a  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  to  hold 
back  the  goods  if  Askew  should,  before  obtaining  pos- 
session of  them,  become  insolvent.  But,  before  any 
such  right  arose.  Askew  parted  with  his  right  of  property 
and  his  right  of  possession  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  the 
defendant's  right  of  lien  had  been  destroyed  by  his 
having  acknowledged  the  right  of  property  and  the  right 
of  possession  to  have  passed  from  Askew  to  the  plaintifllB. 
No  express  recognition  of  the  plaintiffs'  title  was  made : 
but  the  defendant's  conduct  amounts  to  a  recognition ; 
and  the  plaintiffs  parted  with  their  money  on  that  under- 
standing. Under  these  circumstances,  the  defendant  has 
no  right  to  say  to  the  plaintiff,  ^^  You  shall  pay  me  the 
debt  due  from  Askew.*^ 

My  brother  Crompton  (a)  authorizes  me  to  say  that  he 
concurs  with  the  rest  of  the  Court 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  {b), 

(a)  Crompton  J.  bad  left  the  Court  in  the  course  of  the  argument. 
(/»)  See  Blackburn* 9  Tteatise  on  the  effect  of  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Sec, 
Part  lu.  c.  3.  p.  224  &c. 
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1868. 


Jury  against  Barker.  FHriay, 

May  28th. 

A  CTION  by  the  indorsee  of  a  promissory  note  against  «« i  promige  to 

Plea,  to  the  first  count  (on  the  promissory  note):  ?i?'^?^^°v**' 
That  the  supposed  promissory  note  in  that  count  men-  8»™  of  lOO/. 

a$  per  metHO^ 

tioned  was  and  b  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  rundumof 

_  agreemeiU, 

that  IS  to  say :  h.  b.** 

«  London,  29th  Oct  1857,  Held*  that 

a  promissory 

**  I  promise  to  pay  to  Mr.  J.  C.  Saunders  or  his  order,  note  in  this 

form  was,  on 

at  three  months  after  date,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thefa^^eofit, 

J  1  /•  .  *°  uncon- 

pounds  as  per  memorandum  of  agreement.  ditional  pro- 

«  Henry  John  Barker.  ^Twas^ne- 
«  Payable  at  105,  Upper  Thames  Street,  London."  £1^*3^4''^ 

Demurrer.     Joinder.  If' the  effect 

of  the  agree- 
ment be  to 

O'Malley,  for  the  plaintifi^.     The  defendant  contends  "^i^^„. 
that  the  words  "  as  per  memorandum  of  aflreement"  <^»"o°**» "  " 

^  ^  on  the  defend* 

destroy  the  negotiability  of  the  instrument  as  a  promis-  ^nttoshew 

sory  note  under  stat.  3  &  4  Ann,  c.  9.     But  that  is  not  out  the  agree- 
ment in  his 
so:  those  words  do  not  limit  the  absolute  promise  in  plea. 

writing,  signed  by  the  maker,  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  a 
certain  person  at  a  certain  time :  and  that  is  all  that  the 
statute  requires.  The  note  here  shews  the  existence  of 
a  prior  agreement,  and  earmarks,  as  it  were,  the  pro- 
missory note,  so  as  to  prevent  the  supposition  that  the 
payment  is  to  be  in  respect  of  any  other  matter  than  the 
sum  of  money  due  under  that  agreement.  But  the  note 
is  still  an  absolute  and  unconditional  promissory  note. 
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1858.        [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  plea,  to  be  good,  should  have 
junY         set  out  the  agreement,  and  shewn  that  such  agreement 
Baakcb       niade  the  note  conditional.] 

Raymondy  for  the  defendant.  The  instrument  is  not 
a  promissory  note  within  either  the  law  of  merchants  or 
Stat.  3  &  4  Ann,  c.  9.  It  is  not,  upon  the  face  of  it,  an 
unconditional  promise  to  pay :  the  words  **  as  per  me- 
morandum of  agreement"  are,  at  least,  ambiguous,  and 
might  refer  to  some  arrangement  which  would  render 
the  note  valueless  to  indorsees.  \^Erle  J.  The  words 
might  mean  only  ^*  as  I  agreed  to  do."]  But  they  might 
have  another  meaning,  and  one  which  would  render  the 
promise  to  pay  conditional.  The  note  must,  on  the 
face  of  it,  be  an  absolute  promise  to  pay. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  note  here  is  an  absolute 
and  unconditional  promise,  as  to  the  payer,  the  payee, 
the  amount,  and  the  date.  If  the  addition  of  the  words 
in  question  make  the  promise  conditional,  it  is  on  the 
defendant  to  shew  that;  and  he  has  not  done  so. 

Coleridge  J.  and  Erlb  J.  concurred  (a). 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  CromptoH  J.  was  absent. 
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T 


Db  Pothonieb  against  Db  Mattos.  /vway, 

•^  May  28th. 

HE  first  couQt  of  the  declaration  set  out  a  charter-  Declaration 
party  made  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  whereby  upon  a  charter- 
plaintiff  agreed  that  his  ship.  The  Bella  Donna,  should  Mymcn7of^°" 
proceed  to  a  dock  at  Birkenhead  with  all  convenient  c'hartereis  and 
dispatch,  and  there  load  coals  and  proceed  to  Constanti"  l^^J^^^^^ 
nople  and  deliver  the  same  for  certain  freight  payable  by  ?°"|?f^.'^^**' ^ 

the  defendant  as  therein  mentioned :  that  the  ship  did  on  an  account 

suted 
so  proceed,  load  and  deliver :  Breach:  Non-payment         Pleas:  i. 

The  declaration  also  contained  a  common  count  for  dbcbarge  of 
fireight  and  money  due  on  an  account  stated.  plaintiff  before 

Krst  plea,  to  the  first  count:  That,  before  any  breach,  residue' of^*  ^ 
and  before  the  goods  had  been  loaded  on  board  the  ship,  p^^^^n°°' 
plaintiff,  for  good  and  sufficient  considerations,  exonerated  ^»  (®"  equit- 
and  discharged  defendant  from  the  performance  of  the  ^  ^ho\e  de- 

*■  claration, 

said  agreement.  parol  release 

Third  plea,  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration :  That  defendant 

defendant,  before  action,  satisfied  and  discharged  plain-  action  accrued. 

tiff's  claim  by  payment  fn^eiSe'' 

Fifth  plea,  to  the  whole  declaration,  upon  equitable  g^g^J^fj;^. 

That,  before 
cause  of  action 
accrued,  and  before  release  or  discharge  of  defendant  by  plaintiff,  or  payment,  all  the  right, 
title  and  interest  of  plaintiff  in  the  said  ship,  and  in  the  said  charterparty,  was  assigned  to  S., 
and  then  became,  and  are  now,  vested  in  him,  of  which  defendant  had  notice  before  the 
alleged  release  or  discharge  of  defendant  by  plaintiff,  or  payment :  that  plaintiff  released 
and  discharged  defendant,  and  made  the  payment,  without  the  authority,  knowledge  or 
consent  of  S. ;  that  the  release  and  discharge  were  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  defendant,  and 
obtained  by  defendant  from  plaintiff,  and  the  payment  made,  fraudulently,  and  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  S. ,  and  prevent  him  from  recovering  in  respect  of  the  said  causes  of  action : 
and  that  the  action  was  brought  by  iS^.  in  the  name  of  plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  S. :  that  plaintiff 
had  no  interest  in  the  said  action,  and  that  it  had  been  commenced  and  carried  on  for  the 
sole  use  and  bene6t,  and  at  the  sole  expence  and  cost,  of  iS^. 

On  demurrer,  held  a  good  replication  on  equitable  g^unds,  within  sect.  85  of  The 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854  (17  &  18  FicL  c.  125.). 
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1858.        grounds :  That,  after  the  accruing  of  the  said  causes  of 

^  action,  plaintiff,  for  good  and  sufficient  considerations, 

PoTHONiBB     released  and  discharged  defendant,  without  deed  under 

De  Mattos.    seal,  from  the  said  causes  of  action  and  all  damages  in 

respect  thereof. 

Replication,  on  equitable  grounds,  to  the  first  plea : 
That,  after  the  execution  of  the  said  charterparty,  and 
before  any  part  of  the  said  cargo  was  received  or  loaded 
on  board  the  said  ship,  and  before  the  accrual  of  the 
causes  of  action  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  before 
the  plaintiff  exonerated  or  discharged  the  defendant  as 
in  the  first  plea  alleged,  the  said  ship  was,  to  wit  by  bill 
of  sale  duly  registered,  lawftilly  and  for  good  and  suffi- 
cient considerations  sold,  transferred  and  assigned  by 
the  plaintiff  to  one  Salveson ;  and  all  the  right,  title  and 
interest  of  the  plaintiff  to  and  in  the  said  ship  were  then 
duly  sold,  transferred,  assigned  and  made  over  to  the 
said  S, ;  and  all  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  and  in  the  said  charterparty,  and  to  and  in  the 
performance  and  fulfilment  and  benefit  thereof,  and  the 
freight  earned  or  payable  or  to  be  earned  or  payable 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  same,  then  were  duly  and  for 
good  and  sufficient  consideration  sold,  transferred,  as- 
signed and  made  over  to,  and  then  became  and  ever 
since  have  been  wholly  and  absolutely  vested  in,  the 
said  S, :  and  the  plaintiff  then,  and  before  he  exonerated 
and  discharged  the  defendant  as  in  the  first  plea  alleged, 
ceased  to  have  any  right  or  title  to  or  interest  in  the 
said  ship  or  charterparty,  or  the  performance  or  fulfil- 
ment of  the  said  charterparty,  or  the  freight  earned  or 
payable  or  to  be  earned  or  payable  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  same :  of  all  which  said  several  premises  respec- 
tively the  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  when  the 
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said  loading  of  the  said  cargo  on  board  the  said  ship,  as        1858. 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  commenced,  and  before  ;; 

'  '  UK 

the  plaintiff  exonerated  or  discharged  the  defendant  as  Pothonibk 
in  the  said  first  plea  alleged,  had  due  and  full  notice  BeMattos. 
and  knowledge.  And  the  plaintiff  had  no  authority 
whatever  to  exonerate  or  discharge  the  defendant  as  in 
the  said  plea  mentioned;  and  he  exonerated  and  dis- 
charged the  defendant  as  therein  alleged  without  the 
authority,  knowledge,  consent  or  concurrence  of  the 
said  S. ;  and  the  said  exoneration  and  discharge  were 
given  by  the  plaintiff  to  and  obtained  by  the  defendant 
from  the  plaintiff  fraudulently  and  with  intent  to  defraud 
the  said  S.  and  prevent  him  from  recovering  in  respect 
of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and 
obtaining  satisfaction  of  his  said  claims  and  payment  of 
the  said  balance  of  the  said  freight  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned  and  so  due  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
charterparty,  and  payable  to  him  as  aforesaid,  as  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  exonerated  and 
discharged  the  defendant  as  in  the  first  plea  mentioned, 
well  knew :  and  thereby  the  said  supposed  exoneration 
and  discharge  are  void.  And  the  plaintiff  further  says 
that  this  action  is  brought  by  the  said  S.  in  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  S.  alone ; 
and  the  plaintiff  had  not,  when  he  so  exonerated  and 
discharged  the  defendant  as  in  the  first  plea  mentioned, 
any  interest  whatever  in  the  said  charterparty  or  the 
performance  thereof,  and  has  not,  and  never  had,  any 
interest  whatever  in  the  result  of  this  action ;  and  the 
same  has  been  commenced  and  is  carried  on  for  the 
sole  use  and  benefit,  and  at  the  sole  cost  and  expence, 
of  the  said  <9. 

There  were  similar  replications,  mutatis  mutandis,  to 
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1858.        the  third  plea  and  to  the  fifth  plea  (as  to  so  much  of 

^  each  as  related  to  the  charge  for  freight),  alleging  an 

PoTHosin     aagignment  of  the  freight  to  Salveson :  and  also  to  the 

Bb  Mattos.    gfth  plea  (gQ  gy.  ag  jj  related  to  the  first  count)  a  similar 

replication  to  that  pleaded  to  the  first  plea. 

Demurrer.     Joinder. 

Ckasby^  for  the  defendant  The  equitable  replica- 
tions are  bad.  In  the  first  place,  they  shew,  on  the  fiice 
of  them,  collusion  between  the  plaintifi*  and  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  the  replication  to  the  third  plea  admits  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  has  been  paid.  The  plaintiff  cannot 
be  permitted  to  set  up  his  own  firaud  by  way  of  answer 
to  such  plea  of  payment ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
he  be  suing  for  himself  or  on  behalf  of  another,  as  the 
Court  can  look  only  at  the  parties  on  the  record ;  Jones 
V.  YitUes  (a),  Gibson  v.  Winter  {b).  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
Those  cases  were  before  the  Act.]  But,  independently 
of  the  question  of  finud,  the  fact  that  the  action,  though 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  nominal  plaintiff,  is  really  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person  is  not  such  an  answer  as  can 
be  set  up  imder  sect.  85  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1 854  ( 1 7  &  18  Vict  c.  125.>  An  equitable  replication 
under  that  statute  must  be  the  replication  of  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  record :  here  it  is,  practically,  the  replication  of 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  brought.  [C0&- 
ridge  J.  It  is  pleaded  by  the  nominal  plaintiff:  does  it 
not  shew  an  answer  to  the  plea  upon  equitable  grounds  ?] 
It  sets  up,  as  an  answer,  what  is,  at  most,  but  an  equity  ; 
and  the  cases  which  have  been  decided  upon  the  statute 
shew  that  the  answer  set  up  by  an  equitable  replication 

(o)  9  B,  ^  a  532.  (bj  ,0  B.  ^  Ad,  96. 
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inust,  although  brought  before  the  Court  on  equitable        1858. 
grounds^  not  vary  the  right  of  demand  alleged  in  the  decla-  5^ 

ration ;  Beis  v.  Scottish  Equitable  Assurance  Society  (a). 
Hunter  v.  Gibbons  ( J>     The  facts  set  out  in  the  replica-     ^*  MxTTOi. 
tion  here  would  give  this  plaintiff  no  right  to  sue. 

Unthankf  for  the  plaintiff.     The  replications  are  good. 
Before  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  a  Court 
of  law  could  look  only  at  the  nominal  plaintiff;  and 
what  was  an  answer  to  his  claim  was  an  answer  to  the 
claim  of  the  person  for  whose  bene6t  the  action  was 
brought.     That  was  decided  in  Jones  v.  Yates  (c),  6riJ- 
son  V.  Winter  (</),  and  other  cases.     But  even  then  a  Court 
of  law  could  exercise  an  equitable  jurisdiction  so  far  as 
to  permit  the  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action  to  sue  in 
the  name  of  the  assignor,  and  to  refuse  to  allow  a  plea 
of  payment  by  the  defendant,  after  notice  to  such  as- 
signor ;  Legh  v.  Legh  {e) ;  or  of  a  release  between  them, 
where  such  release  was,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  fraud  of  a  third  party  interested  in  the  claim ; 
Phillips  V.  Clagett  (g).     It  appears  from  Hammond  v. 
Messenger  (h)   that   a  Court   of  equity  will   allow  the 
assignee  of  a  debt  to  proceed  in  equity  directly  against 
the  debtor  where  the  assignor  has  done  any  act  which 
would  prevent  the  assignee  from  recovering  at  law  in  the 
assignor's  name.  That  is  an  authority  to  shew  that,  under 
such  circumstances  as,  for  instance,  in  the  present  case^ 
a  Court  of  law  may,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  juris- 
diction under  the  statute,  entertain  an  equitable  claim  of 

(a)  2  H.  ^  N.  19.  (b)  \  H.^  N.  459. 

(c)  9  B,^  a  632.  (d)  S  B.  ^  AcL  96. 

(e)  \  B.^  P  4A7.       .  (g)  U  M.  ^  W.  S4. 

(A)  9  Sim,  327. 

E.    B.    &    E.  2    H 
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1858.  the  assignee.  These  replications,  therefore,  are  clearly 
5i  within  the  language  of  sect.  85,  since  they  "  avoid" 
the  "  plea  on  equitable  grounds."  They  shew  that  the 
DxMattos.  assignee  is  really  the  plaintiff;  the  replications  must  be 
considered  as  his ;  and  he  is,  practically,  the  party  who 
sets  up  the  fraud  of  the  nominal  plaintiff.  In  Craib  v. 
D^Aeth  (a)  a  similar  replication  was  pleaded. 

Cleasbyy  in  reply.  The  replications,  in  effect,  allege 
that  the  action  was  brought  to  support  an  equitable 
claim.  The  plaintiff,  if  that  be  so,  should  have  sued 
in  a  Court  of  equity :  the  statute  permits  only  such 
answers  as  support,  on  equitable  grounds,  a  claim 
which,  in  its  inception,  is  a  legal  one.  The  effect  of 
the  replication  here  is  to  set  up  a  fresh  plaintiff;  that 
is  not  supporting  the  original  legal  claim,  or  answering, 
on  equitable  grounds,  the  plea  which  is  the  legal  defence 
to  that  claim.  Craib  v.  D'Aeth  (a)  is  in  favour  of  the 
defendant ;  for  it  shews  that  a  replication  in  this  form, 
if  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a  replication  at  all,  would 
have  been  just  as  good  before  The  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1854,  as  after  it:  and  that  therefore  the 
replications  here  are  not,  as  they  profess  to  be,  repli- 
cations under  the  provisions  of  that  statute. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  these 
equitable  replications  are  good.  The  object  of  sect.  85 
of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  was  to 
allow  an  equitable  replication  to  a  plea  which  sets  out 
facts  that  can  be  answered  upon  equitable  grounds: 
such  a  plea,  in  fact,  as  the   Court  would,  before  the 

(a)  Note  (6)  to  Bautrman  ?.  Rndemius,  7  7.  R,  670. 
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statute,  have  set  aside  in   the  exercise  of  what  was        1858. 

called  its  equitable  jurisdiction.     Ever  since   Winch  v.  Jde 

Keeley(a)  Courts  of  law  have  allowed  the  assignee  to 

sue  in  the  name  of  the  assignor,  and,  where  any  defence    ^  Mattos. 

to  the  assignee's  claim  is  founded  on  fraud  by  the  nominal 

plaintiff,  will  set  such  defence  aside.     By  the  statute  it 

was  intended  that  the  assignee  should  be  allowed  to  put 

his  own  answer   to  such  a  defence  upon  the  record, 

instead  of  bringing  it  forward,  as  he  was  obliged  to  do 

before,  by  affidavit     Gibson  v.  Winter  (J)  was  no  doubt 

a  correct  decision  as  the  law  then  stood ;  we  could  then 

look  only  at  the  parties  on  the  record,  though  we  had, 

even  then,  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  in  the  exercise  of 

which  we  could  set  aside  a  plea  upon  grounds  which 

would  induce  a  Court  of  equity  to  do  so.     Here  the 

replications  are  clearly  within  the  statute :  they  deny  that 

the  nominal  plaintiff  had  any  right  to  release,  inasmuch 

as,  at  that  time,  he  had  no  interest,  and  is,  in  consequence, 

not  the  real  plaintiff  when  the  action  was  brought     The 

replications,  therefore,  **  avoid"  the  **  plea  on  equitable 

grounds." 

Coleridge  J.  In  deciding  this  question  I  think  we 
may  confine  ourselves  to  the  construction  of  sect  85 
of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854.  To  that 
section  we  ought  to  give  as  liberal  a  construction  as  we 
fairly  can :  and  I  do  not  think  that  we  should  be  doing 
so  if  we  held,  as  has  been  contended  for  the  defendant, 
that  an  equitable  replication  under  the  statute  must  be 
in  support  of  a  demand  which,  in  its  inception,  is  a  legal 
one.     Before  the  statute,  a  cestui  que  trust  could  sue  in 

(a)  1  T,  R,  619.  (6)  5  B,  ^  A<L  96. 
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1858.        the  name  of  the  trustee;  and  in  certain  cases,  as  here, 
De  the  assignee  in  the  name  of  the  assignor.     Tlie  decla- 

^/  ration  here  is  met  by  an  inequitable  plea.     That  plea 

Mattos.  ^g  could,  in  the  exercise  of  our  equitable  jurisdiction, 
have  set  aside  before  the  statute;  and  the  object  of 
sect.  85  was  to  give  to  the  plaintiff  the  power  of  answer- 
ing such  a  plea  himself,  and  making  such  answer  a  part 
of  the  record,  when  it  avoids  the  plea  upon  the  equitable 
grounds.  The  replications  do  so  here ;  and  the  plaintiff 
is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment. 

Erle  J.  The  replications  here  are  clearly  such  as 
the  Legislature  intended,  under  sect  85,  to  enable  a 
plaintiff  to  put  upon  the  record,  instead  of  going  into 
a  Court  of  equity  for  relief,  or  availing  himself,  by  a 
circuitous  process,  of  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the 
Courts  of  law.  Here  the  party  really  interested  is 
suing  in  the  name  of  the  nominal  plaintiff.  The  plea 
is  a  legal  answer  to  the  nominal  plaintiff,  but  not  an 
equitable  answer  to  the  real  plaintiff,  the  assignee ;  the 
replications  avoid  that  plea  upon  equitable  grounds,  and 
are  clearly  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

(Crompton  J.  was  absent.) 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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1858. 


Henrt  John  Sybbd,  appellant,  against  Mart    Saturday, 

May  29th. 

Carruthers,  respondent. 

T^HIS  was  a  case  stated,  by  a  justice  of  the  borough  Under  stat. 

of  Liverpool^  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  under  c.  99. «.  24.  the 
Stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  43.  i"S  jTp. 

The  appellant  was  summoned  before  the  justice  upon  d^JJ^'firo  on 
an  information  and  complaint,  laid  by  the  respondent,  ^^®  premises 
which  charired  the  appellant:  "For  that  Henry  John  broker, not 

^  V  ^  affirmatively 

Syredy  heretofore,  to  wit  on  the  25th  day  of  August  then  shewn  to  have 

occurred 

and  now  last  past,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  being  a  through  the 

person  then  and  there   using  and  exercising  the  trade  lect  or  wilful 

and  business  of  a  pawnbroker,  did  lend  and  advance  to  ^/^j,^  plwn- 

one  Mary  Carruthers  the  sum  of  1/.  5s.  upon  certain  no"\*uJi,o^'e 

goods,  to  wit"  &c.,  "the  property  of  the  said  M.  Carru-  ^.Justice  to 

thersy  then  and  there  pawned  and  pledged  by  the  said  I'on  to  the 

pawner;  there 

M.  Carruthers  with  the  said  H,  J,  Syredy  as  such  pawn-  being  no  primA 

broker  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  goods  remained  tion  that  such 

in  pawn  and  so  pledged  as  aforesaid  with  the  said  H.  J.  to^the  default, 

Syredy  so  being  such  pawnbroker  as  aforesaid,  at  the  owner  of  Uie 

borough  aforesaid,  until  the  said  22d  day  of  February  ^^^^^^^^ 

last :  and  that,  within  one  year  after  the  pawnins  and  *^**p  ^*  *^^^^ 

•^  .  under  Stat. 

Dledeinir  of  the  said   (roods   as   aforesaid,   and  within  20  &  21  t^ut. 

t'       ^     ^  ^  \  c.  43.,  sect.  2 

twelve  calendar  months  now  last  past,  to  wit  on  the  said  is  satisfied  if 
22d  day  of  February  last,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  the  within  three ' 
said  M,  Carruthers  applied  to  the  said  H.  J,  Syredy  so  obfaining"he 

case  from  the 
justice,  seeks 
to  find  the  respondent,  but  cannot  do  so,  and,  within  such  three  days,  gives  notice  to  the 
attomej  who  represented  the  respondent  before  the  magistrate,  and,  after  the  expiration  of 
the  three  days,  gives  notice  to  the  respondent,  who  docs  not  object.     Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  Court  will  hear  the  appellant  though  the  respondent  does  not  appear. 
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1868.  being  such  pawnbroker  as  aforesaid,  and  there  offered 
gyujjj  to  redeem  the  said  goods  so  pawned  and  pledged  as 
Cabevthkbi  A^o^^^i^ '  whereon  it  appeared  that  the  said  goods  had 
become  and  had  been  rendered  of  less  value  than  the 
same  were  at  the  time  of  pawning  and  pledging  as  afore- 
said, by  and  through  the  default  of  the  said  H.  J,  Syred^ 
his  agents  and  servants."  The  case  then  proceeded  as 
follows. 

**  The  parties  appeared  before  me  on  the  summons : 
and  I  heard  the  case. 

*^  Having  heard  it,  I  find  that  the  said  appellant  was 
such  pawnbroker  as  in  the  information  is  alleged ;  and 
that  the  said  goods  were  pledged  as  aforesaid;  and  that 
such  application  and  offer  was  duly  made,  and  in  due 
time,  by  the  said  M.  Carruthers  as  aforesaid ;  and  that 
the  said  goods  had  become  and  had  been  rendered  of 
less  value  than  the  same  were  at  the  time  of  pawning 
and  pledging  as  aforesaid:  and  I  find  that  the  said 
goods  had  so,  as  aforesaid,  become  and  been  rendered 
of  less  value  by  means  of  an  accidental  fire  which  took 
place  upon,  and  consumed  a  part  of,  the  premises  of  the 
appellant,  in  which  he  carried  on  his  business  of  a 
pawnbroker,  and  kept  his  pawns  and  pledges.  And 
there  was  no  evidence  before  me  to  shew  that  such  fire 
was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  default  of  any 
person.  I  was  of  opinion,  however,  that,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Pawnbrokers  Act,  39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  99. 
8.  24.,  the  pawnbroker  is  responsible  for  the  state  of  his 
premises ;  and  that,  unless  direct  evidence  was  given  of 
the  cause  of  the  fire,  shewing  that  he  was  not  in  fault, 
I  ought  to  infer  that  it  arose  by  his  default  I  also 
thought  that  the  appellant,  under  the  circumstances  above 
shewn,  was  responsible.    And  I  made  the  order,"  &c. 
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The  case  concluded,  by  requesting  <^  the  opinion  of        1858. 
the  Court,  whether,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  I        Stred 
was  bound  to  or  ought  to  have  made  the  said  order :    c^^r J^bihs. 
an.d  I  pray  the  opinion  of  the  Court  thereupon;  and 
that  the  said  Court  will  make  such  order  and  take  such 
steps  thereon  as  to  the  said  Court  shall  seem  meet :  the 
only  question  upon  which  I  wish  to  ask  the  opinion  of 
the  said  Court  is.  Whether  the  evidence  as  to  the  mode 
in  which  the  said  goods  were  damaged  bound  me  to 
make  the  said  order,  or  justified  me  in  so  doing." 

A  copy  of  the  order  was  subjoined,  which  recited  the 
summons,  and  set  out  the  complaint  (which  corresponded 
with  the  statement  in  the  body  of  the  case)  and  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  parties  before  the  adjudicating  justice. 
**  And  now,  having  heard  the  matter  of  the  said  com- 
plaint upon  the  oath  of  the  said  M.  Carruthers,  and 
having  heard  the  said  H.  J.  Syred  in  answer  thereto, 
and,  it  appearing  to  me,  the  said  last  named  justice,  that 
the  said  goods  had  become  and  had  been  rendered  of 
less  value  than  the  same  were  at  the  time  of  the  pawning 
and  pledging  thereof  as  aforesaid,  by  and  through  the 
default  of  the  said  H.  J.  Si/red,  his  agents  or  servants : 
I,  the  said  last  named  justice,  did  thereupon  allow, 
award  and  adjudge  the  sum  of  IL  9s.  as  a  reasonable 
satisfaction  to  be  paid  by  the  said  H.  J.  Syred  to  the 
said  M.  Carruthers  in  respect  of  such  damage  of  the 
said  goods:  and,  the  said  sum  of  1/.  9s.,  so  allowed, 
awarded  and  adjudged  as  such  satisfaction  as  aforesaid 
to  the  said  M.  Carruthers,  the  owner  of  the  said  goods 
as  aforesaid,  exceeding  the  principal  and  profit  due  to 
the  said  H.  J.  Syred  as  such  pawnbroker  aforesaid  in 
respect  of  the  said  goods,  to  wit  exceeding  the  sum  of 
IL  Is.  6d.f  being  the  amount  of  such  principal  and  profit 
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1858.        <lue  in  respect  of  the  said  goods,  I  do  further  order  that 
Stbed        ^^^  ^id  H*  "^  Syred  shall  deliver  the  said  goods  so 
Cakkuthxbs.  pledged  as  aforesaid   to   the   said  M.  Carruthers^  the 
owner  thereof,  without  being  paid  anything  for  prin- 
cipal or  profit  in  respect  thereof,  and  shall  also  pay  to 
the  said  M.  Carruthers,  the  person  entitled  thereto,  the 
sum  of  Is.  6(/.,  being  the  amount  of  the  excess  in  respect 
of  the  said  goods,  under  the  penalty  of  102.  to  be  reco- 
vered and  applied  in  manner  and  pursuant  to  the  statute 
in  that  behalf  made  and  provided." 
No  one  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Brett,  for  the  appellant,  produced  an  affidavit  that  the 
appellant  had,  within  three  days  after  receiving  the  case 
from  the  justice,  attempted  to  find  the  respondent,  but 
had  been  unable  to  do  so ;  and  had,  within  the  same 
three  days,  served  a  copy  of  the  case  on  the  attorney 
who  had  appeared  before  the  magistrate  in  support  of 
the  complaint ;  and  that  he  had  also,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  three  days,  served  a  copy  on  the  respondent 
herself,  who  made  no  objection. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  That  is  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  sect.  2  of  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

Brett  The  adjudication  is  under  sect  24  of  stat. 
39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  99.,  which  empowers  the  justice  to  award 
satisfaction  where  goods  pawned  *^are  become  or  have 
been  rendered  of  less  value  than  the  same  were  at  the 
time  of  pawning  or  pledging  thereof,  by  or  through  the 
default,  neglect,  or  wilful  misbehaviour  of  the  person  or 
persons  with  whom  the  same  were  so  pledged  or  pawned, 
his,  her,  or  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 
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agents  or  servaDts."     It  clearly   lies   upon   the   party        1858. 
complaining   to    prove   the  default,    neglect  or  wilful        Stekd 
misbehaviour;  and  that  is  not  done  by  shewing  that  cabhuxheks. 
an  accidental  fire  has  occurred  on  the  premises  of  the 
pawnbroker.     The  pawnbroker  is  not  responsible  for 
the  state  of  his  premises  unless  he  has  been  negligent ; 
nor  can  there  be,  as  the  magistrate  seems  to  have  as- 
sumed, a  prim&  facie  presumption  of  negligence  on  his 
part*     At  common  law,  such  a  bailee  is  not  an  insurer ; 
he  is  to  take  such  care  of  the  goods  as  he  would  reason- 
ably take  of  his  own ;   Coggs  v.  Bernard  (a).     It  is  difE- 
cult  to  see  how  the  pawnee  could  effect  an  insurance  on 
the  goods:  at  any  rate  his  interest  cannot  be  greater 
than  the  sum  he  has  advanced. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  would  be  very  unjust  if  he 
were  liable  without  any  default  of  his  own :  the  statute 
guards  against  that  by  the  very  words  used.  Here  we 
have,  as  far  as  the  proof  goes,  an  accidental  fire  without 
his  default,  neglect  or  wilful  misbehaviour. 

Coleridge,  Erle  and  Crompton  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  appellant  (£). 

(a)  2  Ld,  Raym.  909.     See  note  to  S,  C.  in  I  Smith's  X.  Go.  162 
(4th  ed.). 
(5)  See  Ex  parte  CordtMg,  i  B,^  Ad.  198. 
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1858. 


Saturday,  The  QuEEN  oqainst  Mainwaring  and  others. 

May  29th.  ^ 

Stat.  18  &  19  liTANDAMUS   directed    to    Rowland  Mainwaring^ 

Viet,  C.   108.  irX                                  m        ^             m            1                -r                   ^i                        J 

9, 14.  enacts  Thomos  Fletcher    Twemlawy    James    Glover    ana 

impoted V  the  John  Ridgway^  Esquires,  four  justices  of  Staffordshire. 

t^T^  The  writ  suggested  that,  on  20th  January  1857,  "  a 

withm  three  certain    information    and    complaint   airainst   Lancelot 

months  of  the  *^             -o 

oommission  of  Llewellyn  Haslope^  as  principal  agent  of  John  Edensor 

Within  three  Beathcote^  Esquire,  the  owner  of  the  Woodshutts  CoU 

months  of  the 

commission  of  &fy,  in  the  parish  of  Audley^  in  the  said  county  of 

offenceTan  Stafford^  for  an  offence  against  the  Act"  (18  &  19  Vict, 

wM  Uid  Wore  ^-  lOS.,  "  To  amend  the  law  for  the  inspection  of  coal 

"h*"wit^  mines  in  Great  Britain"),  "  came  on  to  be  heard  before 

the  three  jq^^  ^\^q  gaJd  keepers  of  our  peace  and  justices ;  and 
to  hear.   After  you,  the  Said  keepers  of  our  peace  and  justices,  were 

the  expiration 

of  the  three  then  and  there  required  by  and  on  behalf  of  Thomas 

damus  issued  Wynne,  Esquire,   an   inspector  of  coal  mines  for  the 

thenTto  hear,  district  in  which  the  said  colliery  is  situate,  to  hear  and 

^VI\l^^^  determine  the  merits  of  the  said  information  and  com- 

tnat,  smce  tne 

issuing  of  the  pJaint:  but  that  you,  the  said  keepers  of  our  peace  and 

heard,  when  it  justices,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  not  regarding 

appeared  to  ^                      o            *                                           o           o 

them  that  the  your  duty  in  that  behalf,  then  and  there  wholly  neglected 

Dftrtv  charsTcd 

was  protected  and  refused  to  hear  and  determine  the  said  information 

time.^n^ifthey  and  complaint,  and  dismissed  the  same  without  hearing 

diwniswedthe  *^°^  determining  the  merits  thereof;  nor  have  you,  or 
"^Ondemurrer  ^^^  ^^  ^^^*  ^^  ^"^  ^'"°®  since,  heard  and  determined 

to  the  man- 
damus: 

Judgment  for  defendants,  on  the  g^nnd  that  they  had  obeyed  the  writ  by  deciding  the 
case,  whether  their  decision  was  right  or  wrong. 

SemUe^  per  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  and  Crompton  J.,  that  it  was  right :  per  CoUrulyt  J.  and 

ErU  J.,  that  it  was  wrong. 
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the  same:    in  contempt'*  &c.     The   writ   then  com-        1858. 
manded :  "  That  you  do  forthwith  proceed  to  hear  and     xhe  Qusnr 
determine  the  merits  of  the  said  information  and  com-  j|^„^^hi„q 
plaint,  or  that  you  shew  us  cause''  &c.     Tested,  14th 
May^  20  Vxctaria. 

The  justices,  by  return  dated  9th  March  1858,  re- 
turned '^that  the  information  and  complaint  in  the 
within  writ  mentioned  was  not,  after  the  issuing  of  the 
said  writ,  in  any  manner  prosecuted  or  proceeded  with 
by  Tlunnas  Wynne^  or  by  any  person  on  his  behalf,  or 
by  any  other  person  whatsoever,  nor  were  we,  or  either 
of  us,  required  by  any  person  to  hear  and  determine  the 
same,  until  the  notice  hereinafter  mentioned  was  re- 
ceived by  us.  That,  on  the  r2th  day  of  December^  a.d. 
1857,  we  were  served  with  a  notice  that  the  further 
hearing  of  the  said  information  and  complaint,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  within  writ,  would  take  place  at  ten  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon  on  Tuesday^  the  22d  day  of  December^ 
A.  D.  1857,  at"  &c.  **  in  the  said  county  of  Stafford; 
and  that  we,  Rowland  Mainwaring  and  Thomas  Fletcher 
Twemlow,  two  of  such  justices  aforesaid,  did  accordingly, 
in  compliance  with  such  notice,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
hearing  and  determining  the  said  information  and  com- 
plaint, attend  at  the  said  last  mentioned  time  and  place ; 
and  did  then  and  there,  in  obedience  to  the  within  writ, 
proceed  to,  and  did,  hear  and  determine  the  said  infor- 
mation and  complaint.  And  we  do  hereby  further 
humbly  certify  that,  upon  such  hearing  as  last  aforesaid, 
it  appeared  before  us,  as  the  &ct  was,  that  the  said 
information  and  complaint  was  a  certain  information 
and  complaint  of  Thomas  Wynne^  of"  &c,  **  that  Lance^ 
lot  Llewellyn  Haslopcy  of**  &c.,  ^'on  the  17th  day  of 
December  1856,  at  the  parish  of  Audley^  in  the  said 


T. 

Mainwabinq. 
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1858*       county,   being   the   principal    agent   to  John  Edensor 
The  Queen     Heathcote,  Esquire,  at  the  Woodshutts  CoUiert/y  in  the 
said  parish  of  Audley^  did  neglect  one  of  the  general 
rules  directed  to  be  observed  by  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  by  neglecting  to  provide  a  proper 
indicator  to  a  certain  steam  engine  at  the  said  colliery 
used  for  lowering  and  raising  persons :  and  that,  upon 
such  hearing  as  last  aforesaid,  it  further  appeared  before 
us  that  the  said  alleged  offence  was  committed  on  the 
17th  day  of  December  a.  d.  1856;  that  the  said  infor- 
mation and  complaint  was  made  by  the  said   Thmnas 
Wynne  on  the  9th  day  of  January  a.  d.  1857  ;  that  the 
said  original  hearing  of  the  said  information  and  com- 
plaint and  dismissal  of  the  same,  as  in  the  within  writ 
mentioned,  was  on  the  day  and  time  and  at  the  place 
therein  also  in  that  behalf  mentioned.     Whereupon,  as 
it  then  manifestly  appeared  before  us  that  more  than 
three  months  had  elapsed  since  the  said  alleged  com- 
mission of  the  said  alleged  offence,  we  did  then  and 
there,  upon  the  said  hearing,  adjudge  and  determine 
that  the  said  £.  Z.  Haslope  was  protected  by  the  said 
lapse  of  time,  and  could  not  then  be  convicted  of  the 
said  offence :  And  we  did  then  and  there  adjudge  and 
determine  that  the  said  information  and  complaint  be 
dismissed :  as  we  humbly  submit  we  were  for  the  cause 
aforesaid  bound  in  law  to  do.'' 
Demurrer.     Joinder. 

IVebby,  for  the  Crown.  The  defendants  return  that 
they  have  obeyed  the  writ :  but,  as  they  set  forth  how 
they  profess  to  obey  it,  the  question  is  raised,  whether 
what  they  have  done  is  an  obedience  to  the  writ.  The 
information   and   the  first   refusal    to   hear   were   both 
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within  the  three  months  limited  in  stat  18  &  19  Vict.        1858. 
e.  108.  8.  14.,  which  enacts  that  **  all  penalties  imposed    The  Quexn 
by  this  Act  may  be  recovered  in  a  summary  manner  maihwabiso. 
before  two  justices  of  the  peace,"  **  having  jurisdiction 
in  the  county  or  place  where  the  offence  is  committed, 
within  three  months  of  the  commission  of  the  same,  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  law  in  that  behalf."    The 
mandamus  is   tested   on   14th  May^  more  than  three 
months  after  the  commission  of  the  offence :  and  it  must 
be  now  presumed  to  have  issued  rightly:  the  justices, 
however,  by  their  return,  in   effect  contend  that  the 
mandamus  itself  was  too  late.     But,  as  they  shew  that 
the  delay  has  arisen  from  their  own  default,  they  are 
not  entitled  to  make  this  answer.    [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
They  could  obey  the  writ  only  by  following  the  law  as 
it  stood.]   Then,  secondly, " recovered"  in  sect  14  refers, 
not  to  the  time  of  the  decision,  but  to  the  time  when 
the  proceedings  were  instituted;  that  is,  in  this  case,  to 
the  exhibiting  of  the  information.     The  course  of  sum- 
mary proceedings  is  prescribed  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict 
c.  43.     On  the  information,  the  justices  issue  the  sum- 
mons; then,  if  necessary,  a  warrant;  then  follows  the 
hearing  &c.     All  following  the  information  is  the  act  of 
the  justices:  there  is  nothing  prescribing  when  judgment 
is  to  be  given.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    May  the  justices 
proceed  at  any  distance  of  time  after  the  information  ? 
Must  the  summons  not  be  within  three  months?]     At 
any  rate  it  was  so  here.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     The 
justices  might  adjourn.]     They  might  so :  but  perhaps 
it  can  hardly  be  said  that  this  was  a  case  of  adjournment. 
In  Rex  V.  Killminster  {a)  Coleridge  J.  doubted  whether 

(a)  7  C.  i'  P,  -228. 


i 
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1858.       ®^  ^^^  under  stat  9  G.  4.  c.  69.  ("For  the  more  eflFec- 
The  QuEBN     ^"^  prevention  of  persons  going  armed  by  night  for  the 
destruction  of  game**),  sect  4,  the  preferring  of  a  bill  of 
indictment  within  twelve  months  after  the  commission 
of  the  offence  satisfied  the  statute,  so  as  to  entitle  the 
prosecutor,  such  bill  having  been  ignored,  to  prefer  a 
second  bill  after  the  twelve  months  had  expired.    There 
the  statute  simply  directed  that  ^'the  prosecution  for 
every  offence  punishable  upon  indictment,"  **  by  virtue 
of  this  Act,  shall  be  commenced  within  twelve  calendar 
months  after  the  commission  of  such  offence."   The  lan- 
guage of  Stat  8  &  9  J^.  3.  c.  26.  (''  For  the  better  prevent- 
ing the  counterfeiting  the  current  coin  of  this  kingdom**), 
sect.  9,  is  "  that  no  prosecution  shall  be  made  for  any 
offence  against  this  Act,  unless  such  prosecution  be 
commenced  within    three  months  after   such  offence 
committed.**     It  was  <*held  that  the  information  and 
proceeding  before  the  magistrate  was  the  commence- 
ment of  the  prosecution  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act ;" 
Bex  V.  Willace  (a).     Rex  v.  ToUey  {b)  was  a  case  under 
Stat  5  Arm*  c.  14.  {**  For  the  better  preservation  of  the 
game")  and  9  Ann.  c.  25.  ('*For  making  the  Act  of  the 
fifth  year  of  Her  Majesty's  reign,  for  the  better  preser- 
vation of  the  game,  perpetual,  and  for  making  the  same 
more  eflectual").     The  defendant  was  convicted  under 
sect  1  of  the  latter  Act,  which  provides  that  the  forfei- 
tures shall  '*  be  recovered  by  such  means,  and  in  such 
manner  and  form,  and  within  such  time,  and  to  such 
use,  as  are  prescribed  by  the  said  Act,"  5  Ann.  e.  14. ; 
sect  2  of  which  provides  'Uhat  such  conviction  be  made 
within  three  months  after  such  offence  committed :"  and 

(a)  I  Ea$e»  P,  a  186.  (6)  3  Ea»t,  467. 
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it  was  held  that,  a  hearing  having  taken  place  within        i858. 
the  three  months,  which  was,   by  consent  of  parties,    xbe  Quebn 
adjourned  to  a  day  later  than  the  three  months,  and  the  ^£^„^]yiiHo. 
defendant  having  been  on  the  day  last  mentioned  con- 
victed, the  conviction  was  bad.     That  turned  upon  the 
word  "  conviction :"  the  question  as  to  when  the  recovery 
of  a  penalty  takes  place  is  different 

Bavill,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  deplore  the  circumstances 
which  have  prevented,  in  this  instance,  the  enforcement 
of  a  beneficial  Act  But  the  magistrates  have  bona  fide 
exercised  their  judgment  They  have  obeyed  the  writ 
which  directed  them  to  hear,  even  if  they  have  come  to 
a  wrong  decision.  But  I  think  that  they  have  not 
come  to  a  wrong  decision.  The  provision  is,  not  that 
the  proceedings  shall  be  commenced  within  a  given 
time,  but  that  the  penalties  may  be  recovered  within 
the  time.  The  effect  of  that  seems  to  me  clearly  to  be 
that  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  penalty  within  the 
three  months.  However  much  the  magistrates  might 
have  misconducted  themselves  in  first  refusing  to  hear, 
they  would  be  bound,  when  they  did  hear,  to  decide 
according  to  law. 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  on  the 
ground  that  the  magistrates  have  come  to  a  decision, 
and,  as  we  must  take  it,  bona  fide.  I  confess  I  have 
great  doubts  whether  they  have  decided  rightly.  The 
question  turns  on  the  word  *' recovered."  I  should 
rather  think  that,  when  the  proceeding  was  commenced 
within  the  time,  the  statutory  limitation  was  at  an  end. 
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1858.        Bat  it  is  unneceflBarj  for  us  to  pronounce  a  decision 
ThcQuEnT  opon  this  point :  the  magistrates  bad  the  right  of  deter- 

Erle  J.  It  is  clear  to  me  that  we  most  give  judgment 
for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  they  have  heard 
the  case :  that  b  the  safer  ground.  But  I  rather  think 
that,  if  there  is  a  hearing  within  three  months,  and  ne- 
cessity (as,  for  instance,  in  a  case  of  ill  health)  arises  for 
an  adjournment,  a  decision  after  and  in  pursuance  of 
such  adjournment  would  be  within  the  time. 

Cbomftqn  J.  The  impression  on  my  mind  is  that 
the  recovery  takes  place  when  the  judgment  is  pro- 
nounced, and  that  the  effect  of  an  adjournment  might 
be  that  the  time  would  elapse.  But  at  all  events  it  must 
be  considered  that  here  the  case  was  sent  back  for  the 
judgment  of  the  magistrates;  for,  if  it  had  been  clear 
that  the  recovery  could  not  take  place  within  the  time 
limited,  we  should  not  have  been  justified  in  sending 
the  case  back.  We  therefore  sent  it  to  them  for  their 
judgment:  and  I  cannot  say  that  they  have  judged 
wrongly :  I  rather  think  that  they  have  judged  rightly. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 
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The  Queen  against  Richard  Woods.  ^*^yfi 

/^N  appeal  by  Richard  Woods^  of  the  parish  of  Cottis-  ir.  appealed 

ford^  Oxfordshire^  against  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  rate  by  which 

poor  of  the  parish  of  Hethe^  in  the  same  county,  the  jn^thrparLh 

Sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  a  case,  in  sub-  ^\^'J\^l^ 

stance  as  follows.  ■"  »m<)unt 

named  and  of 

The  parishes  of  Hethe  and  Cottisfard  in  the  county  of  »  ▼»!«©  named. 

'^     .   .  -^  .       .      "^  The  Sessions 

Oxford  adjoin  each  other ;  and  within  them  is  situated  affirmed  the 
a  farm  of  five  hundred  and  ninety  five  acres,  which,  a  ci^e  which 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  rate  herein-  did  occupy  that 
after  mentioned,  was  and  still  is  in  the  sole  occupation  SJUJJ ^n^^.  • 
of  the  appellant.  *;!*****  }* '*" 

*^»  of  the  value 

The  said  farm  consists  partly  of  one  hundred  and  sfat^f  =  but 

'         "^  that  be  also 

ninety  five  acres,  two  roods  and  thirty  two  perches,  which  occupied  land 

in  the  adjacent 

form  part  of  the  said  parish  oi  Hethe^  and  partly  of  three  parish  of  C; 
hundred  and   ninety  nine  acres,  one  rood   and  eight  not  known 
perches,  being  the  residue  of  the  said  farm,  which  form  of  the  Ta^nd^^" 
part  of  the   said   parish    of  Cottisford.     Neither   the  Xh°ifc'"** 
respondents,  nor  the  appellant,  nor  the  parishioners  of  **»<*"^!|  ^^® 

^  '  ri  '  r  quantity  occu- 

Cottisfard.  know  or  can  point  out  what  part  of  the  said  pied  in  each 

'  *  was  known, 

farm  forms  the  said  part  of  the  parish  of  Hethcy  or  what  and  the  value 

was  richtiv 

part  forms  the  said  part  of  the  parish  of  Cottisford,    ^'  And  assessed 

f%       whichever 

we  find  that  the  same  is  unknown."     The  occupiers  for  portion  was 
the  time  being  of  the  said  farm  have  always  been  rated  [J^^^  [y^^  ^l^^ 
by  and  to,  and  paid  rates  to,  the  said  parish  of  Hctlie,  tte&L'on'lfiot 
poor  rates,  church  rates,  highway  rates  and  land  tax,  in  ^®»"^  *?ound  to 
respect  of  such  one  hundred  and  ninety  five  acres,  two  particular  por. 

*^  tion  which 

E«   D*   &   £•  2   I  was  within  H, 
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Woods. 


roods  and  thirty  two  perches;  and  they  have  in  like 
manner  been  rated  by  and  to,  and  paid  rates  to,  the 
said  parish  of  Cottisford  in  respect  of  the  said  residue  of 
the  said  farm. 

On  16th  October^  1856,  the  appellant  was  rated  in 
and  by  the  said  parish  of  Hethe  to  a  rate  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Hethe^  in  respect  of  one 
hundred  and  ninety  five  acres,  two  roods  and  thirty  two 
perches,  parcel  of  the  said  farm. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  said  rate. 


No. 

Name  of 

OOCQ- 

pior. 

Name  of 
Owner. 

Deecriptloaof 
Property  rated. 

SItnaUon  of 
Property. 

Estimated 
extent. 

Groea  esti- 
mated 
rental. 

Rateable 
Tafaie. 

Rote  at 
U.3A 
in  the 
pound. 

41 

Wooda, 
Riekard 

Saq. 

Land. 

Hethe 
TythlDg. 

▲.   ft.  T. 

195  2  33 

£    9.   d. 

68    1    3 

£  9.    d. 
58    6    3 

£9.   d. 
3  la  101 

The  amount  so  assessed  in  respect  of  the  said  195 
acres,  2  roods  and  32  perches  is,  as  regards  the  appellant, 
a  reasonable  amount,  whichever  part  of  the  said  farm 
be  assumed  to  belong  to  Hethe;  there  not  being  any 
195  acres,  2  roods  and  32  perches  of  the  said  farm  of 
less  rateable  value  than  the  sum  so  assessed.  '^  Subject 
to  the  question  submitted  to  the  Court,  we  find  that 
the  said  rate  was  in  all  respects  duly  made ;  and,  sub- 
ject to  such  question,  we  confirm  the  same.  And  the 
question  which  is  submitted  to  the  Court  is : 

*^  Whether  a  valid  poor  rate  can  be  made  in  respect  of 
the  said  195  acres,  2  roods  and  32  perches,  parcel  of  the 
said  farm,  under  the  above  circumstances,  without  it 
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V. 

Woods. 


being  stated  or  known  in  respect  of  which  part  of  the  1858. 
said  farm  such  rate  is  so  made.  If  the  Court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  a  valid  poor's  rate  can  be  made  in  respect 
of  part  of  a  farm  under  such  circumstances,  then  the 
rate  is  to  be  confirmed.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  a 
contrary  opinion,  then  the  rate  is  to  be  quashed." 

Bomll  and  Cripps^  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions. 
The  appellant  is  a  rateable  occupier  within  stat.  43  Eliz. 
c.  2.;  and  he  is  rateable  to  the  amount  assessed,  as 
appears  by  the  express  finding  in  the  case.  The  fact  is 
found  that  he  occupies  land,  within  the  parish,  to  the 
extent  and  value  named.  What  the  particular  property 
is  which  he  does  so  occupy  is  immaterial :  the  lands  of 
the  two  parishes  are  intermixed ;  but  there  is  no  ques- 
tion as  to  the  amount:  and  such  cases  cannot  be  un- 
common. The  appellant  can  shew  no  grievance :  and, 
in  fact,  it  appears  that  he  has  for  a  long  time  made  the 
payments  without  objection.  The  objection,  if  it  were 
good,  would  equally  apply  to  the  payment  of  rates  in 
Cottiffard*  In  Regina  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Com^ 
pany  (a)  the  description,  in  the  rate,  of  the  property 
rated  was  ^'  land  ^c"  The  Court  held  that  this  did  not 
authorize  justices  to  refuse  a  warrant  of  distress ;  leaving, 
however,  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate  to 
be  raised  on  appeal.  The  Sessions  have  confirmed  the 
rate;  which  therefore  must  stand  unless  it  be  affirma- 
tively shewn  to  be  unlawful. 

Pashley  and  R.  Sawyer y  contra.     The  appellant  of 
course  is  willing  to  pay  the  rate  for  the  full  value  of  the 

(rt)  bE.^B.  974. 

2  I  2 
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1858.  I^i^cl  which  he  occupies:  and  it  is  indifferent  to  him  to 
The  Queen  ^'^^^ch  parish  he  pays  it :  what  he  is  apprehensive  of  is 
WooDi  ^^®^  ^^  °^*y  ^^  made  to  pay  for  the  same  land  twice 
over.  The  parish  of  Cottisford  may  not  agree  as  to  the 
several  amounts  in  the  two  parishes.  If  two  different 
parties  occupied  the  land,  it  would  be  impracticable  to 
apportion  the  rates  in  the  two  parishes.  It  would  not 
be  enough  to  shew  that  a  man  occupied  half  a  dozen 
houses  in  some  parish  or  other,  and  then  to  rate  him  in 
a  particular  parish.  The  appellant  could  not  be  liable 
to  a  recovery  in  ejectment  for  land  which  could  not  be 
ascertained,  except  by  quantity;  there  could  be  no 
habere  facias  possessionem.  To  what  parish  would 
casual  poor  be  attributed  who  were  found  on  the  doubt- 
ful land?  In  Regina  v«  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Company  (a)  the  question  was  merely  on  the  form  of 
the  rate. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  In  my  opinion,  what  the 
Sessions  have  done  is  perfectly  correct  They  find  that 
the  appellant  occupied  land  to  the  extent  and  value 
described  in  the  rate :  it  is  not  necessary  that  they 
should  find  the  particular  portion. 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion:  and  I 
agree  that  the  Sessions  are  not  bound  to  determine  the 
boundaries. 

Erle  J.  The  appellant  is  to  pay  rate  in  respect  of 
the  quantity  of  land  which  he  occupies  in  the  parish : 
and  that  quantity  is  found. 

(a)  5  E.^  B,  974. 
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Crompton  J.     All  the  requisites  of  a  rate  are  made        1858. 
out.     It  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  party  rated  occu-    «,,    ^ 

*       "^  The  Queen 

pies  land  in  the  parish  of  a  certain  value :  and  that  is  ^* 

done  here.  We  cannot  call  on  the  Sessions  to  say  this 
particular  close  belongs  to  one  parish,  and  this  other 
close  to  another. 

Order  of  Sessions  affirmed. 


OCKENDEN    against  HeNLY.  Monday, 

May  3l8t. 

^HE  declaration  charged  that  plaintiff,  to  wit  on  15th  PUintiffput 

May  1857,  by  Jabez  Streeter^  his  auctioneer  and  byaucdon 
agent  in  that  behalf,  caused  certain  property  to  be  put  ^^^^J^^' 
up  and  exposed  to  sale  by  public  auction  in  lots,  upon  ^*^|°U*?^*^* 
and  subject  to  the  following,  among  other,  conditions  l»ted  that  the 
of  sale  :  that  is  to  say :  That  the  hishest  bidder  should  each  lot  should 

•^  ^  .  "forthwith 

be  the  purchaser;  That  the  purchaser  should  imme-  pay  into  the 
diately  pay  down  into  the  hands  of  the  auctioneer,  that  auctioneer  a 
is  to  say  the  said  J.  Streeter^  20/.  per  cent,  in  part  of  his  p^f^'nt?  on 
purchase  money,  and  enter  into  an  agreement  for  pay-  money^wiSr 
ment  of  the  residue  of  the  said  purchase  money  on  or  *^^  ?®  agree- 

*^  •'  ment  *  to  pay 

before  the  15  th  day  ot  June  then  next  ensuing;    and  the  remainder, 

•^  "^ '  and « that,  if 

the  purchaser 
of  either  lot  shall  fail  to  comply  with  these  conditions,  the  deposit  money  shall  be  actually 
forfeited  to  the  vendor,  who  shall  be  at  full  liberty  to  resell  such  lot  cither  by  public 
auction  or  private  contract ;  and  any  deficiency  that  may  arise  upon  such  resale,  together 
with  all  expences  attending  the  same,  shall  immediately  after  such  second  sale  be  made 
good  by  such  defaulter ;  and,  on  non-payment  thereof,  such  amount  shall  be  recoverable  by 
the  vendor  as  and  for  liquidated  damages.**  Defendant  became  a  purchaser  at  the  auction* 
but  did  not  pay  the  deposit  or  complete  the  purchase.  PlaintiflF  resold  at  a  price  below 
that  for  which  defendant  had  purchased ;  and  the  deficiency,  with  the  expences  of  sale, 
exceeded  the  amount  of  the  deposit. 

Held :  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  from  defendant  the  aroouut  of  the  deficiency 
and  expences  only,  and  not,  in  addition  to  this,  the  amount  of  the  deposit.) 

Per  Curiam.  Had  the  deposit  been  paid,  and  the  bargain  completed,  the  deposit  would 
have  gone  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  money  :  and,  in  the  case  of  the  non- completion 
of  the  bargain,  if  the  deficiency  and  expences  had  together  been  less  than  the  deposit,  th^ 
purchaser  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  whole  deposit,  but  nothing  more. 


Heult. 
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1858.  ^^^^  ^°  c^^  (^^  purchaser  should  fail  to  comply  with 
OcKENDEN  ^^^  ^*^  conditions,  the  deposit  money  should  be  forfeited, 
and  the  vendor  be  at  liberty  to  resell  the  said  tenements 
with  the  appurtenances;  and  the  deficiency^  if  any, 
together  with  all  charges,  should  be  made  good  by  the 
defaulter ;  as  by  the  said  conditions  of  sale  &c.  That, 
on  the  said  exposure  to  sale,  defendant  was  the  highest 
bidder  for,  and  then  became  and  was  in  due  manner 
declared  to  be  the  purchaser  of,  lot  1  of  the  said  pre- 
mises, at  and  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit  120/. 
And  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit  on  the  day  and  year 
first  aforesaid,  in  consideration  thereof^  and  that  plaintiff, 
at  the  request  of  defendant,  had  then  promised  defend- 
ant to  perform  and  fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  conditions 
of  sale  contained,  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  to  be  per- 
formed and  fulfilled,  he,  the  said  defendant,  &c.  (mutual 
promises).  And,  although  plaintiff  hath  always  been 
ready  and  willing  to  perform,  and  hath  duly  performed, 
all  conditions  precedent,  and  other  things  on  his  part  to 
be  done  and  performed  as  such  vendor  as  aforesaid,  yet 
defendant,  disregarding  &c,  did  not  nor  would  pay 
down  into  the  hands  of  the  auctioneer  20L  per  cent, 
in  part  payment  of  the  said  purchase  money,  pursuant 
to  the  said  conditions  of  sale  and  his  said  promise,  but 
wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do.  And,  for  assign- 
ing a  further  breach,  plaintiff  further  saith  that,  although 
defendant  did  sign  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  the 
remainder  of  the  said  purchase  money  on  or  before  the 
15th  day  of  June  then  next  ensuing,  yet  defendant,  fur- 
ther disregarding  &c.,  did  not  nor  would,  on  or  before 
the  said  15th  day  of  June  then  next  ensuing,  or  at  any 
other  time,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  plaintiff  the  re- 
mainder of  the  said  purchase  money,  or  any  part  thereof. 
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bat  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and  1858. 
wholly  refused  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  to  complete  ockenden 
the  said  purchase  according  to  the  said  conditions  and  henlt. 
his  said  promise.  And,  for  assigning  a  further  breach, 
plaintiff  further  saith  that,  default  having  been  made  in 
payment  of  the  said  deposit,  and  also  in  payment  of  the 
remainder  of  the  purchase  money  as  aforesaid,  the  plain- 
tiff afterwards,  and  after  the  said  15  th  day  of  June^  to 
wit  on  the  30th  day  of  June  a.  d.  1857,  according  to 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  conditions  of  sale,  again 
exposed  the  said  premises,  so  purchased  by  defend- 
ant as  aforesaid,  to  sale  by  public  auction,  under  and 
subject  to  certain  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  simi- 
lar to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  under  which 
defendant  became  the  purchaser  as  aforesaid :  and  the 
same  were  then,  at  such  last  mentioned  exposure  to  sale 
as  aforesaid,  resold  for  a  much  less  price  or  sum  than 
the  said  price  or  sum  for  which  the  same  had  been  sold 
to  defendant  as  aforesaid,  to  wit  for  the  sum  of  105/. 
only.  Whereby  there  then  was  a  deficiency  between  (a) 
the  said  price  for  which  the  same  were  so  sold  on  such 
resale  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit  to  the  amount  of  15/. : 
and  the  charges  attending  such  resale  then  amounted  to 
a  certain  other  sum  of  money,  to  wit  the  sum  of  9il  5$. 
Yet  defendant,  further  disregarding  the  said  conditions 
of  sale  and  his  said  promise,  hath  not  as  yet  paid  the 
said  sums  of  15/L  and  9/.  5s,  or  either  of  them,  or  any 
part  thereof.  And  plaintiff  hath  duly  performed  ail 
conditions  precedent  on  his  part  to  maintain  this  action 
for  the  non-payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  said  20  per 
cent,  in  part  of  his  said  purchase  money  pursuant  to 

(a)  Sic. 
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1868.  the  said  conditions,  and  also  for  the  non-payment  by 
OcKKMDKN  ^^®  defendant  of  the  deficiency  and  ezpences  on  and 
Hemlt.      attending  such  resale  as  aforesaid. 

Pleas :  1.  Non  assumpsit. 

2  &  3.  As  to  the  second  breach :  picas  not  now 
material 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Erk  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
in  last  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
became  purchaser,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  on  15th 
May  1857,  for  120/.  The  conditions  of  sale  which 
became  material  on  the  following  argument  were  the 
following. 

1.  <'  That  the  highest  bidder  shall  be  the  purchaser** 
&c 

3.  ^'  That  the  purchaser  of  each  lot  shall  forthwith 
pay  into  the  hands  of  the  auctioneer  a  deposit  of  20 
per  cent,  upon  the  purchase  money,  and  sign  the  agree- 
ment at  the  end  of  these  conditions  to  pay  the  remainder 
at  the  oflSce  of  Mr.  French^  of  Littlehamptorii  the  solicitor 
of  the  vendor,  on  or  before  the  15th  June  next:  upon 
payment  whereof  each  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  lot  purchased,  or  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  such  as  may  be  let.  But,  if,  from  any  cause 
whatever,  the  whole  purchase  money  shall  not  be  then 
paid,  the  remainder  thereof  shall  bear  interest  at  5  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  that  time  until  payment ;  without 
prejudice,  however,  to  the  right  of  the  vendor  requiring 
the  completion  of  the  purchase  or  of  reselling  the  lot 
under  the  7th  condition  if  he  shall  so  think  fit.'' 

7.  "  That,  if  the  purchaser  of  either  lot  shall  fail  to 
conjply  with  these  conditions,  the  deposit  money  shall 
be  actually  forfeited  to  the  vendor,  who  shall  be  at  full 


Hemlt. 
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liberty  to  resell  such  lot  either  by  public  auction  or        ]8o8. 

private  contract ;    and   any  deficiency  that   may  arise     qckendkn 

upon  such  resale,  together  with  all  expences  attending 

the  same,  shall  immediately  after  such  second  sale  be 

made  good  by  such  defaulter;    and,  on  non-payment 

thereof,  such  amount  shall  be  recoverable  by  the  vendor 

as  and  for  liquidated  damages,  without  the  necessity  of 

previously  tendering  an  assignment  or  other  assurance 

to  such  defaulter.     But  any  increase  of  price  that  may 

be  produced  at  such  second  sale  shall  belong  to  the 

vendor." 

The  defendant  and  the  auctioneer  signed  the  following. 

**  Memorandum.  It  is  hereby  declared  that  Mr.  John 
Henlt/  has  this  day  purchased  by  public  auction  lot  1, 
mentioned  in  the  particulars  hereto,  subject  to  the  fore- 
going conditions  of  sale,  for  the  sum  of  120/. ;  and, 
further,  that  the  said  sale  and  purchase  shall  be  com- 
pleted agreeably  to  the  said  conditions.  As  witness 
the  hands  of  the  said  Jabez  Streeter  and  John  Henly, 
this  15th  day  of  May  1857.  John  Henly.  Jabez  Streeter J^ 

The  defendant  did  not  pay  the  deposit,  or  complete 
the  purchase:  and  the  plaintiff,  after  notice  to  the 
defendant,  resold  the  property  by  public  auction  for  105L 
The  expences  of  the  second  sale  amounted  to  9/.  5«. 
The  jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  issues  upon 
the  second  and  third  pleas,  but  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
first  issue;  damages  48/.  5s,y  being  the  aggregate  of  24/. 
(20  per  cent,  on  120/.),  15/.  (difference  between  120/. 
and  105^),  and  9/.  5s,  (expences  of  second  sale). 

GriffUs,  in  last  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff*  to  shew  cause  why  a  new  trial  should 
not  be  had,  ^'  for  misdirection,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff*  was  not  entitled  to  recover  as  well  the  amount 
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1858.       which  ought  to  have  been  paid  as  deposit  as  the  amount 

OoKENDEN     of  ^^s  damages ;  or  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  re- 

Henlt.      daced  by  the  sum  of  24/.,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 

is  not  entitled  to  recover  that  sum  as  deposit,  as  well  as 

all  the  damages." 

In  this  Term  (a), 

Hannen  shewed  cause.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
deposit  is  to  be  reckoned  as  only  forming  part  of  the 
damages  resulting  from  the  non-performance  of  the 
contract,  or  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
deposit,  as  an  absolute  forfeiture,  and  to  the  damages 
besides.  There  is  little  authority  on  the  point;  and 
the  question  must  be  determined  by  the  language  of  the 
particular  agreement.  It  appears  that  the  parties  con- 
templated that  the  difference  on  the  resale  should  be 
cumulative.  Suppose  the  purchaser,  immediately  upon 
the  sale,  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  conditions,  by 
the  seventh  condition  the  deposit  money  would  have 
thereupon  been  ^'  actually  forfeited ;"  and,  after  that,  the 
vendor  would  have  been  at  full  liberty  to  resell,  and 
recover  any  deficiency  and  the  expences  of  sale.  The 
one  was  manifestly  not  intended  to  exclude  the  other. 
In  Icely  v.  Crrew  {li)  the  conditions  of  sale  stipulated 
that,  if  the  purchaser  should  fail  to  comply  with  any  of 
the  conditions,  **  the  deposit  shall  be  forfeited,  as  liqui- 
dated damages,  to  be  retained  by  the  vendors,  who  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  rescind  the  contract,  and  resell  the  lot  f 
«  and  the  deficiency,  if  any,  by  the  second  sale,  together 
with  all  charges  attending  the  same,  shall  be  made  good 

(a)  May  22d.     Before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  Erie  and  Cramp- 
ton  Js. 

(6)  6  AT.  4-  3/.  4G7. 
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by  the  defaulter."  It  was  held  that  the  mere  stipulation  i858. 
as  to  the  deposit  did  not  qualify  the  rest  of  the  contract;  ockendbn 
and  that  it  need  not  be  set  out  in  the  declaration,  the  -g^^j^f 
plaintiff  being  entitled  to  general  damages  upon  the 
resale,  and  the  clause  as  to  the  deposit  applying  only 
to  the  breach  of  any  particular  condition.  That,  as  far 
as  it  goes,  is  in  the  plaintiff's  favour,  though  it  is  not 
quite  clear  what  was  there  done.  The  reporters  have 
added  a  note  (a)  pointing  out  that  it  did  not  appear 
whether  the  jury,  in  assessing  the  damages,  gave  credit 
for  the  deposit.  The  defendant,  in  the  present  case, 
must  contend  that  the  seventh  condition  contemplates 
only  an  indemnity:  but  that  is  inconsistent  with  its 
language.  If  there  had  been  no  resale,  there  would 
simply  have  been  a  forfeiture  of  the  deposit :  then  the 
additional  right  of  resale,  with  its  consequences,  is  also 
reserved.  Suppose  the  action  had  been  merely  for  the 
deBciency  on  the  resale,  and  the  expence :  no  doubt  the 
whole  of  the  deficiency  and  expences  could  have  been 
recovered:  but  how  could  such  a  recovery  affect  the 
right  to  the  deposit? 

Griffits^  contra.  There  is,  as  has  been  said,  no  direct 
authority:  but  the  point  must  have  been  considered  in 
Icely  V.  Grew  {b).  At  all  events,  that  case  is  not  against 
the  defendant.  The  Court  will  not  adopt  a  construction 
favouring  a  penalty.  If  the  vendor  chooses  not  to  resell, 
he  is  to  resort  to  the  deposit  as  his  remedy :  if  he  does 
resell,  he  relies  upon  the  amount  of  damage  resulting 
from  that.  A  question  something  like  this  arose  in 
Palmer  v.  Temple  (c) :  but  there  the  deposit  was  held 

(a)  Note  (a)  to  6  AT.  ^  A/.  469.  (6)  6  N,  ^  M,  467. 

(c)  9  A.  ^  E.  508. 
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1858.  not  to  be  forfeited  by  the  failure  to  perform  the  bargain, 
OcKKNDEN  because  there  was  a  distinct  clause  stipulating  for  the 
Hehlt  forfeiture  of  another  sum,  in  that  event.  It  appears, 
however,  from  the  concluding  part  of  the  judgment 
there,  that,  if  there  were  here  no  words  of  forfeiture, 
the  defendant  might  recover  back  the  deposit.  In 
Savik  V.  Savile(a)  a  vendee  was  allowed  to  refuse  to 
complete  the  purchase  upon  the  mere  forfeiture  of  the 
deposit  Here  the  resale  opens  the  whole  question  of 
damages,  which,  if  there  had  been  no  resale,  would 
have  been  liquidated  to  the  amount  of  the  deposit: 
by  the  words  of  the  seventh  condition,  on  the  resale 
the  damages  are  liquidated  to  the  amount  of  the 
deficiency  and  the  expences.  Nothing  is  said  as  to  the 
'^  forfeiture^  of  the  deposit  being  cumulative  upon  the 
loss  on  the  resale ;  which  might  easily  have  been 
stipulated  for  {b). 

Cur.  adv.  vvlL 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. 

There  having  been  an  actual  forfeiture  of  the  deposit 
by  the  express  words  of  the  seventh  condition,  the 
deposit,  if  paid,  could  not  in  any  event  have  been 
recovered  back  by  the  purchaser ;  and  the  seller  would 
have  been  entitled  to  any  additional  benefit  on  a  resale. 
But,  the  seller  having  obtained  a  right  to  the  forfeited 
deposit,  and  making  a  further  demand  of  damages  sus- 
tained on  the  resale,  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider 
what  was  the  nature  of  the  deposit.     Now  it  is  well 


(a)  1  p.  n'mf,  746. 

(6)  See  Suydt'n'*  V.  &r  P.  cb.  I.  scot  ll.  art.  75,  7G.  (^I3ib  cd,). 
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settled  that,  by  our  law,  following  the  rule  of  the  civil  1858. 
law,  a  pecuniary  deposit  upon  a  purchase  is  to  be  con-  Ockenden 
eidered  as  a  payment  in  part  of  the  purchase  money,  Hbnlt. 
and  not  as  a  mere  pledge ;  Sugd.  V.  §*  P,  ch.  i.  sect.  in. 
art.  18.  (13th  ed.).  Therefore  in  this  case,  had  the 
deposit  been  paid,  the  balance  only  of  the  purchase 
money  would  have  remained  payable.  What  then, 
according  to  the  seventh  condition,  is  the  deficiency 
arising  upon  the  resale  which  the  seller  is  entitled  to 
recover  ?  We  think  the  difference  between  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money  on  the  first  sale  and  the  amount 
of  the  purchase  money  obtained  on  the  second  sale : 
or,  in  other  words,  the  deposit,  although  forfeited  so  far 
as  to  prevent  the  purchaser  from  ever  recovering  it  back, 
as,  without  a  forfeiture,  he  might  have  done  {Palmer  v. 
Temple  (a),  still  is  to  be  brought  by  the  seller  into  ac- 
count if  he  seeks  to  recover  as  for  a  deficiency  on  the 
resale. 

The  rule  to  reduce  the  damages  to  24/.  5s.  will  there- 
fore be  absolute. 

Lord  St  Leonards  takes  the  same  view  with  ourselves. 

Rule  absolute  for  reducing  the  damages. 

(a)  9  A,^  E.  508. 
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Defendant,  at 
Lameasier, 
verbally  or- 
dered goods 
of  the  value  of 
more  than  10/L 
to  be  lent  to 
him  at  Z^oii* 
eaUer  from 
LoHdon  by 


Hart  against  Bush. 


"P^ECLARATION  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  sold 
and  delivered,  money  paid,  and  on  accounts  stated. 


Plea :  Never  indebted.     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Erie  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings 

after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was 

a  wine  merchant  in  London^  and  the  defendant  a  wine 

^^^^^^^^^  merchant  at  Lancaster;  and  that  the  action  was  brought 


plaintiff;  and 


50008 
d  be  sent    for  the  recovery  of  37i  10«.,  the  price  of  some  brandy 

purchased  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  The  order 
was  given  at  Lancaster ^  in  July  1853,  to  Symons,  the 
plaintiff's  traveller,  by  the  defendant,  verbally;  the 
defendant  directing  that  the  brandy  should  be  sent  to 
him  by  sea  from  GriffirCs  Wharfs  London^  which  appeared 
to  be  the  only  wharf  in  London  whence  goods  were 
shipped  ior  Lancaster  ;  and  from  which  wharf  goods  had 
previously  been  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
The  brandy  was  sent  to  this  wharf  on  30th  September 
1853;  and  the  wharfinger  shipped  it  on  board  The 
rship,  seledted  Emerald  IsUy  a  vessel  bound  for  Liverpool.  This  ship 
^•^wol^'  ^°'  appeared  to  have  been  selected  by  the  wharfinger  him- 
but  the  cargo     g^]£     'pjjg  following  invoice  and  letter  were  sent,  on  1st 

was  lost  by  the  ® 

ship  being 

wrecked  on 

her  voyage 

from  London 

to  Liverpool,    An  invoice  was  sent,  at  the  time  of  the  shipment,  by  plaintiff  to  defendant ; 

which  defendant  never  received. 

Held :  that  the  defendant  did  not  accept  and  actually  receive  the  goods,  within  the 
moaning  of  sect  17  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (29  C.  '2.  e,  3.). 


by  sea  from 
G.*s  wharf, 
which  was  the 
only  wharf 
in  London 
whence  goods 
were  shipped 
for  LanauUrj 
and  from  which 
wharf  goods 
had  previously 
been  sent  by 
plaintiff  to 
defendant. 
Pbdntiffsent 
the  goods  to 
G.*s  wharf; 
whence  the 
rharfinger 


October,  to  the  defendant 
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*^  London,  30th  September,  1853.        i858. 
"  Mr.  William  Bush,  Lancaster.  Hart 

«  Bought  of  I.emon  Hart  §•  Son.  g  J^^ 

"  One  Hhd  Superior  Jersey  Brandy,  60  Galls,  at  12/6 
per  GalL  £37  :  10  :  0. 

" To  Griffins  Wharf  i  per Elizar 

"  Sir,  We  have  forwarded  the  above  agreeably  with 
your  instructions  to  Mr.  G.  Symonds,  when  he  last  had  the 
pleasure  of  seeing  you.  Soliciting  your  future  favours. 
We  are,  your's  truly,  pro  Lemon  Hart  Sf  Son,  James 
Cutler.'' 

The  defendant,  however,  denied  having  received  this 
invoice,  and,  on  being  asked  for  payment,  said  that  he 
knew  nought  about  it,  and  bad  never  received  the 
brandy;  a  denial  which  he  repeated  on  subsequent 
occasions.  It  appeared  that  the  vessel  and  cargo  were 
both  lost  on  the  voyage  from  London  to  Liverpool  The 
defendant's  counsel  contended  that  there  was  no  receipt 
of  the  brandy,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  17  th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  as  after 
mentioned. 

M.  Chambers,  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  a  verdict 
should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  or  why  a 
nonsuit  should  not  be  entered:  ''on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  an  acceptance  ctnd 
receipt  of  the  goods  within  the  17th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  so  as  to  bind  the  defendant." 

Lush  and  C.  W.  Wood  now  shewed  cause.  There 
was  enough  in  this  case  to  satisfy  sect  17  of  the  Statute 
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1858.  of  Frauds,  29  C.  2.  c.  3.  In  Meredith  v.  Meigh  (a)  the 
Hart  defendant  ordered  goods  of  plaintiflF,  and  directed  that 
Bush.  ^^1  should  be  sent  by  sea  to  a  carrier,  whom  the, 
defend|ant  named,  and  who  transmitted  goods  by  inland 
navigation  to  the  defendant's  residence.  The  plaintiff 
selected  a  ship,  and  sent  the  goods  consigned  to  the 
carrier;  but  they  were  lost  at  sea  before  reaching  the 
carrier.  The  plaintiff  had  sent  the  bill  of  lading,  in 
which  the  carrier  was  named  as  consignee,  to  the  carrier. 
The  defendant,  though  he  knew  of  all  this,  did  nothing, 
verbally  or  otherwise.  It  was  held  that  there  was  not 
evidence  for  a  jury  of  an  acceptance  and  receipt  within 
sect.  17  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  But  here  the  goods 
actually  reached  the  wharfinger  named  by  the  defendant: 
that  is  a  receipt  and  actual  acceptance  of  them  by  the 
defendant's  agent.  It  is  not  material  that  the  defendant 
had  no  opportunity  of  examining  the  goods:  that  does 
not  affect  the  question  as  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
which,  as  it  is  now  held,  may  be  satisfied  by  facts  still 
leaving  it  open  to  the  vendee  to  object  that  the  goods 
are  not  such  as  to  correspond  with  sample.  In  Hanson 
v.  ArmitpLge  (b)  it  was  held  not  sufficient,  for  the  purpose 
of  the  statute,  to  deliver  the  goods  to  a  wharfinger  by 
whom  goods  had  usually  been  forwarded  from  the 
vendor  to  the  vendee :  it  did  not  there  appear  that  the 
wharfinger  was  designated  by  the  vendee  on  the  par- 
ticular occasion.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  That  case  must 
now  be  considered  the  leading  case  on  this  point.]  It 
has  been  overruled  on  one  point,  namely,  as  to  the 
continuance  of  the  right  of  objecting  to  the  goods  being 
enough  to  prevent   the  delivery  from  being  sufficient 

(a)  2  E,  ^  B.  364.  {b)  5  B.  ^  Aid.  557. 
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under  the  statute  (a):  but  otherwise  it  must  be  con-         1858. 
sidered  as  law :  it  is,  however,  distinguishable  from  the  "     bjlbt 
present  case  on  the  ground  pointed  out.     In  an  earlier        ^J^ 
case,  Bart  v.  Saitky  (i),  Chambre  J.  held  that  a  delivery 
to  a  carrier  usually  employed  between  the  parties  was 
suflScient  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  In  Meredith  v.  Meigh  (c) 
we  treated  Hart  v.  Sattky  (b)  as  overruled.]     It  was, 
however,  cited  in  Morton  v.  Tibbett  (rf),  and  apparently 
treated  by  the  Court  as  an  authority.     [Lord  Campbell 
C  J.    In  Morton  v.  Tibbett  (d)  the  vendee  took  a  sample, 
and  directed  the  destination  of  the  goods:   that  was 
clearly  evidence  of  acceptance.]     The  present  case  has 
the  fact,  which  was  not  in  Hart  v.  Sattley  (i),  that  the 
particular  wharfinger  is  named  by  the  vendee  for  the 
particular  goods.     And  the  invoice  is  sent,  at  the  time 
when  the  goods  are  sent,  and  is  never  repudiated.     In 
Bushel  v.  WlieeUr  {e)  it  was  held  to  be  evidence  for  a 
jury,  of  an  acceptance  within  the  statute,  that  the  vendee 
had  ordered  the  goods  to  be  sent  by  a  particular  sloop, 
and  afterwards  saw  them  in  the  warehouse  of  the  owner 
of  the  sloop,  and,  though  he  then  told  the  warehouseman 
that  he  would  not  take  to  the  goods,  did  not  commu- 
nicate to  the  vendor  his  repudiation  for  five  months. 
The  judgment  of  Coleridge  J.  in  that  case  is  strongly  in 
favour  of  the  present  plaintiff. 

M.  Chambers  and  T.  Jones  {Northern  Circuit),  contr^, 
were  not  called  upon. 

(a)  See  Morton  r.  Tibbett,  \b  Q.  B,  428. 

{b)  3  Campb.  628.  (c)  2  E  ^  B,  364. 

(<f)   \bQ,B.  428. 

(e)  Note  to  MoHon  v.  Tibbttt,  15  Q.  B.  442. 

E.    B.    &   E.  2    R 
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1 858.  Lord  C abifbell  C.  J.     The  Legislature  continues  to 

Hart  maintain  sect  17  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds;  and  I  do 
Bush.  °ot  think  that  the  enactment  is  satisfied  by  the  facts  of 
this  case.  All  that  can  be  said  is  that  the  purchaser 
here  named  the  wharf,  and  that  there  was  a  delivery  at 
that  wharf.  I  think  that,  where  there  is  a  verbal  contract 
and  an  order  to  deliver  to  a  particular  carrier,  a  delivery 
to  that  carrier  does  satisfy  the  statute.  But  in  the  pre- 
sent case  there  was  a  delivery  at  the  wharf  only :  the 
wharfinger  had  only  to  see  that  the  goods  were  properly 
put  on  the  wharf  and  hoisted  on  board  ship.  Hart  v. 
Sattley  (a)  is  no  longer  law,  as  we  declared  in  Meredith 
V.  Meigh  (i). 

Coleridge  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
impossible  to  say  that  the  mere  naming  of  the  wharf 
makes  the  wharfinger  the  agent  to  accept.  Mr.  Lush 
seems  to  assume  that  the  wharfinger  was  placed  in  the 
situation  of  the  vendee.  But  the  facts  do  not  bear  that 
out 

Erle  J.  I  agree  that  the  sending  to  the  wharf  and 
the  putting  on  the  wharf  does  not  satisfy  the  words 
"accept"  **and  actually  receive,"  however  absurd  the 
words  of  the  statute  may  be. 

(Crobipton  J.  had  left  the  Court) 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  3  Campb,  528.  (h)  2  E,  ^  B,  364. 
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1858. 


<>• 


^NROSE  aqahist  John  Martyr.       Tuesday, 

'^  June  l8t. 

J.   count :  That  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the   P.  directed  a 

bill  to  a  coin- 
signing  by  him  of  the  bill  of  exchange  hereafter  panj^  of  limited 

1  a*  -.1.  ^  c  mt.      "ability  by  the 

mentioned,  was  an  oincer,  to  wit  the  secretarj',  ot  Ihe  name  of  The 
Saltash  Watermen  s  Steam  Packet  Company y  Limited;  and  p^cAeV  Com- 
plaintiff,  by  her  bill  of  exchange,  now  overdue,  directed  ^^*  b^jn^ 
to  the  said  Company,  to  wit  by  the  name  of  The  Saltash  ^^®  ^ke7o^ 
Watermen  s  Steam  Packet  Company,  Saltash,  required  the  /w»»y»  Limited. 

J.  Af.t  who 

said  Company  to  pay  to  plaintiff  39/.  4*.  3rf.,  two  months  was  secreury 

to  the  Com- 

after  date ;  and  defendant  signed  the  said  bill  on  behalf  pany,  wrote 
of  the  said  Company  as  the  acceptor  thereof.     Aver-  repted,  pay- 
ment :  That  the  name  of  the  said  Company,  ITie  Saltash  ^  Vco.,***"' 
Watermen's  Steam  Packet  Company,  Limited,  is  not  men-  J^  ^e^aid  ^'"^ 
tioncd   in  the   said   bill  of  exchange,   or  in   the  said  S?™?*?/'* 

*=>  *  ^  The  bill  was 

acceptance  thereof  by  defendant,  in  manner  required  not  honoured. 

Held,  on 

by  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856;  and  that  demurrer  to  a 

plaintiff  was  and  is  the  holder  of  the  said  bill  of  ex-  v^as  personally 

change ;  and  the  same  has  not  been  paid  by  the  said  J^^^r  The 

Company.  Wherefore  plaintiff  sues  defendant,  according  companies 

to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  statute.  ^,n**a^  on^ir- . 

(19  &  *0  rfct. 

First  plea  to  the  first  count:  That  the  bill  was  by  e. 47.),«. 31, 
plaintiff  herself,  and  no  other  person,  addressed  and 
directed  in  the  form  and  words  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  supposed  acceptance  of 
the  same  by  defendant  on  behalf  of  the  Company  was 
in  and  by  the  words  following,  and  in  and  by  no  other 
or  different  words  or  form,  that  is  to  say :  '^  Accepted, 
payable  at   Messrs.   Barclay  Sf  Co,,  Bankers,  London. 

2  K  2 
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1858.        John  Martyr,  Secretary  to  the  said  Company."     Issue 
~Ps»EM.      thereon. 
j.^-  Plea  2:   That  defendant  did  not  sign  the  bill  on 

behalf  of  the  Company  as  acceptor  thereof. 

Second  replication  to  plea  1 :  That,  at  the  lime  of  the 
drawing  and  acceptance  of  the  bill,  plaintiff  did  not 
know,  and  defendant  did  know,  that  the  said  Company 
was  a  Company  with  limited  liability  under  the  said 
statute.     Issue  thereon. 

The  defendant  also  demurred  to  the  first  plea.  Join- 
der in  demurrer. 

The  fourth  count  was  on  another  bill  of  exchange,  on 
which  there  were  similar  pleadings.  There  were  also 
other  counts  not  necessary  lo  notice. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  at  the 
Guildhall  Sittings  after  last  Easter  Term,  the  bills  were 
produced.     Tlie  first  was  in  the  following  form. 

*-  "^j/me,  7,gnonth  9  (Ju/y),  1857. 
"  £39  :  4  :  3.     ^    ^    g     ^ 
"Two  monthsgftegdaW payto jfiy  order,  in  London, 
391.  4i.  Sd.,  value  &c^e^     £>  O 

-«-   (g     <,-     o    Xfilizabelh  Penrose:' 
"To  The  SaUas^4^^'P^    .| 
Steam    Pach^   ^wnPVV,-^ 

The  other  bill  was  similar,  except  in  date  and  amount 
The  handwriting  across   the    bills  was   that  of  the 
defendant. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  Company  was  registered  as 
a  Company  with  limited  liability,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  the  secretary  of  that  Company,  having  power  to 
accept  bills  on  its  behalf.     The  plaintiff  proved  that  she 
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drew  the  bills  for  coals  supplied  to  the  Company,  and        i8oS. 
that  she  was  not  aware  that  the  Company  was  limited       pk»^08b~ 

till  after  the  bills  were  accepted.  „  ^^ 

.     .  Martyr 

The  verdict  was  directed  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

M.  Smith,  in  the  ensuing  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  pleas  were  proved, 
and  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable ;  or  why  the  judg- 
ment on  the  first  and  corresponding  count  should  not 
be  arrested,  or  entered  for  the  defendant,  notwithstanding 
the  verdict  on  the  second  replication. 

The  Court  directed  that  the  demurrer  should  be 
argued  at  the  same  time  as  the  rule. 

Raymond  now  shewed  cause,  and  argued  in  support 
of  the  demurrer.  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act, 
1856  (19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.),  s.  31.,  enacts  that,  if  any 
officer  of  a  limited  company,  or  any  person  on  its  behalf, 
**  signs  or  authorizes  to  be  signed  on  behalf  of  such  com- 
pany any  bill  of  exchange,  promissory  note,  endorsement, 
cheque,  order  for  money  or  goods,  or  issues  or  authorizes 
to  be  issued  any  bill  of  parcels,  invoice,  receipt  or  letter 
of  credit  of  the  company,  wherein  its  name  is  not  men- 
tioned in  manner  aforesaid'*  (that  is,  in  characters  easily 
legible ;  sect.  30.),  ^^  he  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of 
fifty  pounds,  and  shall  further  be  personally  liable  to  the 
holder  of  any  such  bill  of  exchange,  promissory  note, 
cheque,  or  order  for  money  or  goods,  for  the  amount 
thereof,  unless  the  same  is  duly  paid  by  the  company." 
The  bill,  it  appears  on  the  record,  was  directed  to  the 
Company,  and  is  accepted  by  the  defendant,  who  signs 
it  as  secretary  to  the  Company.     If  the  word  ^Mimited" 
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1853.        had  not  been  omitted  this  woald  hare  been  an  accept- 
Peskobs      "^^   binding  the  Compaiiv  and  not   the  defendant; 
ifi^jj^      Lindus  v.  Melrote  (a).     (He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court.) 

3f.  Smiih  and  Kartlaif,  contra.  The  enactment  is 
a  penal  one,  and  must  lie  construed  strictly.  Here  there 
was  no  draft  properiy  directed  to  the  Company.  fLord 
CampbeU  C.  J.  The  enactment  is  partly  penal,  and 
also  remedial,  intended  to  protect  the  creditor  by  se- 
curing to  them  notice  that  they  deal  with  a  Company 
which  is  "  limited."  Is  not  a  bill  like  this  such  a  bill  as 
was  contemplated  by  the  Legislature?]  The  officer  is 
to  be  liable  only  in  case  the  Company  do  not  pay ;  there 
must  be  sucb  an  acceptance  as  to  bind  the  Company, 
or  the  Act  does  not  apply.  Now  here  is  no  accept- 
ance at  all;  the  bill  is  addressed  to  the  Company;  it 
could  not  be  accepted  by  any  one  but  the  drawee  -,  Mare 
V.  CharUi  (&).  \Cromptan  J.  That  was  the  converse  of 
the  present  case :  the  draft  there  was  addressed  to  the 
defendant  personally,  and  he  accepted,  in  terms  that  left 
it  ambiguous  whether  he  accepted  for  himself  or  for  a 
Company.  The  Court  thought  it  a  strong  ground  for 
construing  the  acceptance  as  binding  himself,  that  other- 
wise it  would  have  been  inoperative.  But  that  argument 
makes  the  other  way  here.] 

Lord  CAStPBELL  C.  J.  I  think  the  case  too  clear  for 
serious  argument.  The  draft  is  directed  to  the  Company ; 
and  it  is  accepted  by  their  officer;  and,  though  be  does 
not  say  in  terms  that  he  accepts  It  for  them,  he  says, 
"  Accepted"  "John  Martyr,  Secretary  to  the  said  Com- 
(a)  3  A  ft  N.  393.  (£)  5  £.  ft  A.  973. 
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panj;"  which  is  saying  he  signed  it  on  their  behal£     So        1858. 

he  has  signed  a  bill  on  their  behalf  without  their  name  pmjbosb 
on  it. 


▼. 

Martt&. 


CoLEBEDOE  J.  The  object  of  the  Legislature  obviously 
was  to  force  notice  of  the  limited  liability  on  those 
dealing  with  the  Company;  and  the  clause  is  in  one 
sense  penal,  in  another  remedial  1  cannot  doubt  that 
this  is  within  the  enactment 

(Erle  J,,  not  having  heard  the  whole  argument,  took 
no  part  in  the  judgment.) 

Cbobipton  J.  I  think  that  the  intention  of  the 
enactment  plainly  was  to  prevent  persons  from  being 
deceived  into  the  belief  that  they  had  a  security  with 
the  unlimited  liability  of  common  law,  when  they  had 
but  the  security  of  a  Company  limited ;  and  that,  if  they 
were  so  deceived,  they  should  have  the  personal  security 
of  the  officer.  Therefore  I  think  we  must  see  that  the 
acceptance  is  one  which,  if  the  name  had  been  right, 
would  have  bound  the  Company.  Now  it  was  said 
in  Mare  v.  Charles  (a),  and  I  think  it  has  been  approved 
of  in  the  Exchequer,  that  it  is  a  strong  argument  for 
construing  an  acceptance  as  intended  to  bind  the  drawee, 
that  it  would  be  inoperative  if  not  so  intended ;  and, 
applying  that  principle,  this  is  an  acceptance  for  the 
Company.  And,  if  this  purports  to  be  an  acceptance 
on  behalf  of  the  Company,  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  case 
is  within  the  enactment* 

Judgment  on  the  demurrer  for  plaintiff. 
Rule  discharged. 

(a)  5  E,  ^  B,  978. 
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1858. 


J^^^'        Joseph  Stone,  appellant,  against  Samuel  Dean, 

respondent. 

fS  ^^6?  ^*     'T'HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  county  court  oi  Derbyshire. 
*.  14.,  givwg  On  the  appeal  being  called  on,  H,  Bullar  moved, 

the  county        on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  that  the  appeal  should  be  dis- 

coart,  makei 

it  a  condition     allowed.     He  moved  on  affidavits  by  which  it  appeared 
secuntT  for       that  the  decision  of  the  county  court  was  given  on  the  1 0th 
be  given  within  March.    On  the  20th  March  notice  of  appeal  was  given. 
thSdefer^    On  the  13th  Apnl  a  draft  case  was  delivered  by  the 
pSu  ed""f         appellant  to  the  respondent.     On  the  14lh  Aprils  being 
the  court  day,  the  respondent's  attorney  objected  before 
the  judge  that  the  case  ought  not  to  be  settled^  as  no 
security  had  been  given.     The  judge  overruled  the  ob- 
jection,  and   adjourned  the  settling^  of  the  case  to  a 
future  day,  directing  that  security  should  be  given  in 
the  meantime ;  which  was  done. 


H.  Bullar.  Stat.  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  61.  s.  14.  gives  an 
appeal  to  the  party  dissatisfied  with  the  determination 
or  direction  of  the  county  court,  **  provided  that  such 
party  shall,  within  ten  days  after  such  determination  or 
direction,  give  notice  of  such  appeal  to  the  other  party, 
or  his  attorney,  and  also  give  security,  to  be  approved 
by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal." 
The  natural  grammatical  sense  of  those  words  is  to  make 
the  giving  of  both  the  notice  of  appeal  and  the  seciuity 
within  ten  days  a  condition  precedent :  and  that  condi- 
tion has  not  been  fulfilled. 


▼. 
Dean. 
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Hayes  Serjt  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance.  The  1%S% 
security  here  has  been  given  within  the  time  the  judge  of  g^^^^ 
the  county  court  thought  reasonable,  though  after  the  ten 
days;  and  the  question  is  whether,  by  the  statute,  the 
limit  of  ten  days  applies  to  the  second  branch  of  the  pro- 
viso as  well  as  to  the  first,  or  whether  the  period  for  giving 
security  is  to  be  a  reasonable  time  after  the  giving  of 
the  notice  of  appeal  The  scheme  of  the  Act  is  to  give 
the  party  ten  days  for  making  up  his  mind  whether  he 
shall  appeal.  After  he  has  determined  to  appeal  he  has 
to  get  his  sureties,  have  them  approved,  and  have  the 
securities  perfected;  all  of  which  must  take  time.  If  he 
has  to  do  all  this  within  the  ten  days,  his  time  for  consi- 
deration whether  he  will  appeal  or  not  is  much  cut  down ; 
and  the  words,  provided  the  party  shall  within  ten  days 
give  notice  of  appeal,  ^*and  also  give"  security,  are  quite 
capable  of  meaning,  and  also,  scilicet  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter,  give  security.  The  words  "  within  ten 
days**  do  not  necessarily  override  both  branches. 

H.  Bullar  was  not  called  upon  to  support  his  rule. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  must 
strike  this  appeal  out.  The  question  depends  on  the 
construction  of  the  proviso  in  stat  13  &  14  Vkt.  c.  61. 
s,  14.  In  the  natural  prima  facie  sense  of  the  words, 
the  words  •*  within  ten  days  after  such  determination  or 
direction"  override  all  that  follows.  If  they  do  not,  the 
Act  prescribes  no  period  within  which  the  security 
must  be  given.  Now  I  assent  to  what  my  brother 
Hayes  says,  that  the  words  are  not  so  certain  but  that 
we  might  construe  them  as  he  does,  if  the  prima  facie 
meaning  was  such  as  to  lead  to  great  inconvenience. 
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1858.        Bat  I  see  great  inconvenience  if  we  construe  them  in 

^jf,^^        any  other  than  the  prima  fiicie  meaning.     It  is  no  part 

Dbah.        ^^  ^^^  ftinctions  of  the  judge  of  the  county  court  to  see 

that  the  security  is  given  in  due  time :  and  unless  the 

Act  has  prescribed  a  period  there  might  be  vexatious 

delay. 

Coleridge  J.  The  statute  gives  a  new  power  of 
appeal  under  certain  circumstances :  but  if  that  power  of 
appeal  were  given  without  some  limitation  as  to  time  it 
would  be  very  inconvenienL  There  is  therefore  nothing 
prima  facie  against  the  limitation  as  to  time  extending 
to  all  the  conditions  preliminary  to  the  appeaL  Now 
any  one  reading  the  words  of  the  proviso  would  say 
that,  unless  there  were  something  to  shew  the  contrary, 
the  words  '*  within  ten  days"  apply  to  all  that  follows 
in  the  sentence.  My  brother  Hayes  says  that  the  effect 
of  that  is  to  force  the  party,  before  the  end  of  the  ten 
days,  to  make  up  his  mind  whether  he  will  appeaL  That 
is  so;  and  whatever  Jimit  is  put  to  the  time  for  giving 
the  security  the  effect  would  be  the  same.  Construing 
the  words  in  their  ordinary  sense,  ten  days  is  the  time 
prescribed ;  and  if  we  construed  them  as  prescribing  no 
time  there  would  be  much  inconvenience. 

Erle  J.  I  think  it  might  have  been  very  judicious 
to  have  enacted  that  the  party  should  have  more  time 
to  give  his  security,  and  to  have  given  the  judge  of  the 
county  court  power  to  enlarge  that  time.  But  the 
words  of  the  enactment,  as  it  stands,  plainly  do  not  do  so. 

CaoMPTON  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  words  are 
plain,  and  that  if  we  put  a  forced  construction  on  them 
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we  should  introduce  a  mischievous  vagueness  as  to  time.        1858. 
Delay  by  an  appeal  may  be  very  vexatious :  and  I  think        Stohb 
the  enactment  very  judiciously  gives  a  fixed  time  within        j^^'^ 
which  the  security  must  be  completed.     If  that  time  is 
too  short  the  Legislature  may  enlarge  it ;  but  I  think  it 
would  be  dangerous  if  they  were  to  render  the  period 
uncertain.    It  is  enough,  however,  to  say  that  the  prima 
facie  construction  of  the  words  is  plain,  and  that  there 
is  no  mischief  in  so  construing  them. 

Appeal  struck  out. 


LoRiNG  against  Warburton.  XllTuu 

SECOND  count:  that  plaintiff  occupied  certain  pre-  An  action  lies 
,     -   ^      -  for  detaining 

mises  as  tenant  at  a  certam  rent :  and  detenuant,  ^oods  taken, 

falsely  and  maliciously  pretending   that  40/.  was  due  tress  for  rent, 

and  in  arrear  for  the  rent,  wrongfully  distrained  certain  J^n* tender 

ffoods  of  plaintiff  of  much  ereater  value  than  the  said  r°**^®  *^?°*^ 

°  »  °  impounding. 

sum  of  40/.  then  upon  the  premises;  whereas  a  part  only, 
to  wit  30/.,  was  due  and  in  arrear  for  rent:  and,  although 
afterwards,  and  before  defendant  impounded  the  said 
distress,  plaintiff  tendered  to  defendant,  in  discharge  of 
the  said  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear,  and  the  costs  and 
charges  of  the  distress,  a  sufficient  sum  to  cover  both, 
to  wit  40/.,  yet  defendant  would  not  accept  it  and  restore 
the  goods,  but  wrongfully  detained  them  until  plaintiff 
was  obliged  to  pay  and  did  pay  40/.  for  the  rent  and 
3/.  7s.  8d.  for  the  costs,  being  a  much  larger  sum  for 
costs  and  charges  than  plaintiff  would  otherwise  have 
been  obliged  to  pay  had  defendant  received  the  sum 
tendered  as  he  ought. 
Demurrer.     Joinder. 


508  TRINTTY  TERM, 

1858.  Third  count :  that  defendant  had  taken  and  distrained 

LoBiHo       certain  goods  of  plaintiff  as  a  distress  for  rent,  to  wit 

WjLRBUBToir    ^^^  ®"™  ^^  ^^^»  claimed  by  defendant  to  be  due  and  in 

arrear  in  respect  of  premises  in  the  occupation  of  plaintiff, 

and  on  which  the  goods  were  distrained:  and,  before 

defendant  had  impounded  the  distress,  plaintiff  tendered 

to  defendant,  in  discharge  of  the  said  arrear  of  rent  and 

the  costs  of  the  distress,  45iL,  being  a  sufficient  sum  to 

cover  both ;  but  defendant  refused  it,  and  wrongfully 

impounded  the  distress,  and  afterwards  converted  the 

goods  to  his  own  use. 

Demurrer.     Joinder. 

Prenticey  for  the  defendant  The  point  raised  is,  that 
the  remedy  of  the  tenant  is  by  replevin,  and  that  no 
action  lies  for  detaining  the  distress ;  Glynn  v.  Thomas{ay 
[Erie  J.  There  was  in  that  case  a  grievous  wrong ;  and 
the  law  gives  no  remedy.  1  always  wondered  why.  But 
in  the  present  case  the  tender  is  before  impounding. 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Why  on  principle  should  not  the 
detention,  under  such  circumstances,  be  actionable  ?  It 
is  admitted  to  be  wrong  in  law.  It  is  damnum  cum 
injuria.]  It  seems  to  have  been  held  not  actionable  in 
Glynn  v.  Thomas  (/?).  [^Cromptan  J.  I  should  be  sorry 
to  go  beyond  that  case.  It  goes  quite  far  enough. 
Coleridge  J.  There  is  clearly  a  distinction ;  for  here  the 
tender  is  before  impounding.] 

GriffUsy  contra,  was  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

Per  Curiam  (i). 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

(a)   1 1  Exeh,  870. 

(6)  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  Erie  and  Crompion  Js. 
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1858. 


The  Queen  against  The  Corporation  of  the  City  wtdnt»da^, 

_  June  2d. 

of  London. 


TTTILDE^  in  last  Easter  Term^  obtained  a  rule  call-  A  Jadge  has 

ff      .  _  ,  ,        ,       no  power, 

mg  upon  the  prosecutors  to  shew  cause  why  the  either  by 
following  order,  which  had  been  removed  by  certiorari,  common^law, 
should  not  be  quashed.  iTuJIliluf ' 

The  part  of  the  order  material  to  the  present  case  c>»a"e*» »"  tj* 

*  *  possession  of 

was  as  follows.  *  convicted 

felon,  not 

"  Central  Criminal  Court,  to  wit."    "  The  Queen^  on  belonging  to 

_  .  i.  «w      o       .    T^  ▼*    .1  ^  ***®  prosecutor. 

the  prosecution  of  The  South  Eastern  Railway  Company, 
against  William  Pierce,  James  Burgess  and  WUUam 
George  Tester. 

**  Whereas  the  said  William  Pierce,  James  Burgess  and 
William  George  Tester  have  been  at  this  present  session 
convicted  of  feloniously  stealing,  taking  and  carrying 
away  five  hundred  pounds  in  weight  of  gold,  four  hun- 
dred ounces  of  other  gold,  one  hundred  bars  of  gold,** 
&c.,  "the  property  of  the  said  South  Eastern  Railway 
Company,  the  said  James  Burgess  and  William  George 
Tester  being  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  felony 
aforesaid  servants  to  the  said  South  Eastern  Railway 
Company :  And  whereas  it  has  been  made  to  appear  to 
this  Court  that"  "certain  Turkish  bonds,  of  the  nominal 
value  of  23001,  now  in  the  hands  of  Sir  Richard  Mayne, 
one  of  the  Commissioners  of  Police  of  the  Metropolis, 
by  virtue  of  a  certain  order  of  this  Court  made  i|i  this 
present  Session,  were  found  in  the  possession  or  power 
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1858.        ^f  ^^^  ^^^  William  Pierce  at  the  time  of  his  apprehen- 

Th  OuEEir    ®^^"  ^^^   ^^^   felony  aforesaid :   And  it  has  also  been 

^' .      ^  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  Court  that  one  sixth 

Corporation  of    ' 

London.       part  of  the  said  Turkish  bonds  was  bought  by  or  for  the 
said   William   Pierce  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said 
felony,   and   that   the  said  sixth   part  was  in  fact  so 
bought  with  money  produced  by  sale  of  part  of  the  said 
goods,  chattels  and  property  so  stolen  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  remaining  five  sixths  of  the  said  Turkish  bonds 
were  at  the  time  of  the  apprehension  of  the  said  William 
Pierce  for  the  felony  aforesaid  held  by  the  said  William 
Pierce  as  trustee  for  one  Fanny  Bolan  Kay  and  her 
child :  Now  this  Court  doth  order"  *•  that  the  said  Sir 
Richard  Mayne  do  forthwith  deliver  the  said  Turkish 
bonds  so  in  his  hands  as  aforesaid  to"  ^*John  Charles 
Rees,''  the  solicitor  to  the  said  Company,  <^  and  that  the 
said  J.  C.  Rees  and   the  said  South  Eastern  Railway 
Company  do  upon  the  receipt  thereof  retain  one  sixth 
part  thereof  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  said  South  Eastern 
Railway  Companyj  and  do  forthwith  settle  the  remaining 
five  sixth  parts  thereof  upon  trust  for  the  said  Fanny 
Bolan  Kay  and  her  child,  in  such  manner  and  form  as 
the  said  Fanny  Bolan  Kay  may  be  advised." 

The  aflSdavits  in  support  of  the  application  for  the 
certiorari  stated  that  the  Corporation  of  London  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  the  said  bonds,  or  to  part  thereof,  by 
virtue  of  several  charters,  set  out  in  one  of  the  affidavits, 
by  which  the  Crown  granted  to  the  Corporation  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  all  felons  convicted  of  felonies 
committed  within  the  city  or  its  liberties:  that  the 
Corporation,  after  the  conviction  stated  in  the  order, 
attended  before  Martin  B.  and  Wilks  J.  in  support  of 
such  claim,  as  agmnst  other  parties  so  attending  and 
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claiming  to  be  eDtitled  to  the  said  bonds:  and  that,        1858. 
pending  the  discussion,  the  learned  Judges  ordered  that  ~^^q      ~ 
the  said  bonds  should  be  handed  over  to  Sir  Richard  ^      ▼• 

Corporation  of 

Mayne  ;  and,  on  5th  January,  1858,  made  the  order  now      London. 
in  question. 

Petersdorff  now  shewed  cause.  The  order  is  good. 
It  is  not  an  order  made  under  stats.  21  i?.  8.  c.  11.  (a)  or 
7  &  8  Cr,  4,  c.  29.  s.  57.  Those  Acts  merely  empower 
the  Court  to  restore  the  particular  property  stolen  to 
the  owner.  But,  where  the  property  in  the  possession 
of  the  felon  is  under  the  immediate  controul  of  the 
Court,  the  Court  has  power,  at  common  law,  to  order 
the  disposal  of  it  [Erie  J.  If  the  property  is  that  of 
the  felon,  I  do  not  see  how  the  Judge  can  order  the 
disposal  of  it  contrary  to  the  grant  of  the  Crown :  if  it 
is  the  property  of  some  one  else,  the  Judge  has  only 
the  power,  by  statute,  to  order  it  to  be  restored  to  that 
person.]  When  the  property  is  partly  the  felon's,  partly 
that  of  some  one  else,  and  is  mixed  up  together,  as  it 
was  here,  the  Judge  has  power,  at  common  law,  to  order 
the  apportionment  of  it.  The  Court  clearly  had  power 
to  make  that  part  of  the  order  directing  the  restitution 
of  one  sixth  to  the  prosecutors.  But,  further,  as  the 
whole  matter  was  argued,  upon  affidavit,  before  the  two 
learned  Judges  who  made  the  order,  it  may  be  consi- 
dered as  having  been  referred  to  them,  by  consent,  to 
make  such  order  as  they  should  think  fit.  [Lord  Camp- 
hell  C.  J.  No  :  if  the  order  is  brought  up  before  us, 
we  are  bound  to  quash  it,  or  any  part  of  it,  if  it  is 
illegal,  and  affects  the  rights  of  any  subject.]  At  all 
events,  this  order  should  not  be  quashed  generally. 
[Wilde,  contra.     The  Corporation  do  not  contend  that 

(a)  Repealed  by  sUt  7  &  8  G.  4.  e.  27.  «.  1. 
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1858.        ^'  should:  thej  apply  only  to  have  so  much  of  it  quashed 
The  QuBEN     ^  relates  to  the  five  sixths  of  the  Turkish  bonds.] 


V. 


Corporation  of 

LOHDOH. 


Wilde  and  Sleigh^  contr^  were  not  called  upon. 


Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  so  much 
of  the  order  as  relates  to  the  disposal  of  five  sixths  of 
the  Turkish  bonds  must  be  quashed.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  Judges  have  the  power,  either  by  statute  or  at 
common  law,  to  order  such  a  disposal  of  the  property 
in  question.  The  rule,  therefore,  as  to  that  portion  of 
the  order,  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Wtdiutudayy 
2d. 


Lee  against  Stevenson. 


Lease  of  land 
by  plaintiff  to 
defendant, 
reserring  to 
plaintiff  power 
to  enter  upon 
the  land,  and 


'pRESPASS.     The  first  count  stated  that  defendant 

broke  and  entered  certain  land  of  the  plaintifl;  in 

the  city  of  Lincoln^  called   the  sewer,  and   took   and 

carried  away  a  pipe  of  the  plaintifl;  part  of  the  same ; 

makifa^ered  *^°^  ^^  caused  to  pass  into  the  said  sewer  earth,  dust, 

&c.,  and  impure  and  filthy  water,  and  thereby  choked 
and  impeded  the  same.  The  second  count  stated  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  a  covered  sewer,  situate  in  the  city  of  Lincoln^  for 
the  conveying  of  the  waste  water  fi-om  certain  messuages 
of  the   plaintiff,  in   the  city  aforesaid,  into   the  river 

a*£afn*from*^*    »7/Aam ;  yet  the  defendant  made  an  opening  in  and 

bis  own  pre- 
mises, and  carried  it  into  the  sewer. 

Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  sewer ;  and  that  he  coold 
r«coT6r  in  an  action  against  defendant  for  so  interfering  with  such  exclusive  use. 


sewer  and 
watercourse 
through  it,  in 
order  to  convey 
away  the 
drainaee  from 
plaintiff*s  pre- 
mises. 

Plaintiff 
made  a  sewer 
accordingly : 
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into  the  said  sewer,  and  caused  earth,  dust,  straw,  and        1858. 
rubbish,  and  impure  and  filthy  water,  to  pass  into  the         ^^ 
same,  and  otherwise  interfered  with  and  hindered  and    gy^yj^g^ji, 
prevented  the  plaintiff's  right  to  such  exclusive  use  and 
enjoyment  as  aforesaid,  and  has  continued  the  said 
grievances  until  the  present  time.     The   third  count 
chaiged  defendant  with  wrongfully  converting  and  de- 
priving plaintiff  of  the  use  of  certain  pipes. 

Pleas.  1.,  to  first  count.  That  the  said  land  was  not 
the  plaintiff's.  2.,  to  second  count.  That  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
covered  sewer  in  that  count  mentioned.  3.,  to  third 
count.  Payment  into  Court  4.,  to  first  and  second  counts. 
Not  Guilty.     Issues  on  first,  second  and  fourth  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  at  the  last 
assizes  for  Lincoln^  it  appeared  that,  by  a  lease  dated 
11th  September  1837,  plaintiff  demised  to  defendant  a 
piece  of  land  in  the  city  of  Lincoln  for  twenty  one  years, 
**save  and  except  and  always  reserved  out  of  this  present 
demise  unto  the  said  J.  fV,  Lee^  (plaintiff),  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  upon  his  and  their  giving  one  month's 
previous  notice  to  the  said  John  Stevenson^  (defendant), 
his  executors  or  administrators,  pf  his  or  their  intention 
to  act  upon  the  same,  the  power  and  authority  to  enter 
upon  the  said  parcel  of  land  hereby  demised,  with  work- 
men and  others,  and  to  dig  and  make  a  covered  sewer 
or  watercourse  through  the  said  parcel  of  land  from  the 
east  end  thereof  to  the  west  end  thereof,  in  order  to 
convey  the  waste  water  from  the  premises  of  him  the 
said  J.  W.  I^e  at  the  cast  end  thereof  into  the  river 
fFiikam,  in  case  he  or  they  should  think  proper  to  do 
80,  on  making  reasonable  compensation  to  the  said  J. 
SieveMon^    his    executors    or    administrators,   for    any 

&  B.  &  £.  2  L 
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1858.  damage  or  injury  which  may  be  occasioned  thereby, 
j^  either  to  the  surface  of  the  ground,  or  to  the  buildings, 
Stktsnsoit  ^^^rs,  walls  or  foundations  through  or  under  which  the 
same  may  be  made."  The  lease  also  contained  a  cove- 
nant by  the  plaintiff  to  convey  the  freehold  of  the  said 
land  to  the  defendant,  if  he  should  desire  to  purchase 
it  at  any  time  during  the  said  term,  for  60021,  ^'but 
subject  to  such  privilege  to  and  for  the  said  J.  W,  Lee, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  make  or  construct  a  covered 
sewer  or  watercourse  as  hereinbefore  mentioned." 

The  plaintiff,  during  the  continuance  of  the  term, 
constructed  a  covered  drain,  through  and  under  the  land, 
for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  drainage  of  his  premises 
into  the  river.  In  1857,  the  old  sewer,  having  been 
found  ineffective,  was  taken  up;  and  plaintiff  substituted, 
with  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  in  the  same  spot,  a 
new  sewer,  laid  down  with  tiles.  The  defendant  joined 
to  and  carried  into  this  sewer  a  drain  of  his  own,  lead- 
ing from  his  premises,  being  the  trespass  alleged.  The 
defendant's  counsel  having  admitted  that  the  question 
was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  sewer,  or  only  to  an  easement  in  it,  the 
learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit. 

KnowleSj  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
enter  the  verdict  on  the  two  first  and  last  issues  for  the 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  took  an  ease- 
ment only,  and  not  an  exclusive  right 

Macaulay  and  Field  now  shewed  cause.  First,  the 
clause  may  be  considered  to  operate  as  an  exception 
out  of  the  land  demised,  as  the  line  of  ground  along 
which   the  sewer  passes  has  been  ascertained  by  the 
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election  of  the  plaintiff  to  exercise  his  right  of  entry.  1858. 
Secondly,  as  regards  the  second  count,  the  reservation  ^[^ 
is  clearly  of  an  exclusive  right.  The  plaintiflF,  hy  the  gygy^goN. 
terms  of  the  lease,  has  no  power  to  make  a  sewer  larger 
than  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  off  his  own 
drainage :  it  is  to  be  made  at  his  expense ;  and  he  is  to 
make  compensation  to  the  defendant.  A  mere  right  of 
easement  in  the  plaintiff  would  be  utterly  inconsistent 
with  these  provisions.  Further,  the  defendant  contends 
that  no  cause  of  action  accrues  until  some  actual  damage 
has  been  done  to  the  sewer.  But  that  is  not  so :  the 
pliuntiff  has  a  cause  of  action  as  soon  as  the  sewer  is 
interfered  with.  [Crompton  J.  That  would  be  a  damage.] 
In  Rex  V.  Bell  (a)  a  lessee  of  way  leaves  was  held  to  be 
rateable  to  the  poor  as  exclusive  occupier  of  the  ground 
over  which  they  lay.  [They  were  then  stopped  by  the 
Court.] 

KnowleSy  Mellor  and  Boden,  contr^.  As  to  the  argu- 
ment that  the  clause  in  the  deed  operates  as  an  excep- 
tion of  the  land  to  be  used  for  making  the  sewer,  it  is 
clear  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  such  estate  in  that  portion 
itself  as  would  justify  him  in  bringing  this  action.  His 
position  is  analogous  to  that  of  a  waterworks  company, 
whose  pipes  pass  through  the  land,  and  who  have  a  right 
of  access  to  them,  but  who  are  not,  on  that  account,  either 
owners  or  occupiers  of  the  land ;  Chelsea  Waterworks 
Company  v.  Bowley{b).  The  plaintiff  has  merely  a  licence 
to  do  a  particular  act  upon  the  land,  such  licence  confer- 
ring on  him  no  estate  in  that  portion  of  the  land  which  ' 
b  the  subject  of  such  act ;   Doe  dem,  Hawley  v.  Wood{c\ 

(a)  7  7.  R,  598.  (6)  17  Q.  B,  368, 

(c)  2  ^.  ^  Aid,  724. 
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1358,        Cheiham  v.  WiUiam$on  (a).    [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    How 
^^^         do  you  meet  the  second  count  ?]     The  plaintiff  has  not, 

„ ^         as  is  there  alleired.  an  exclusive  use  of  the  sewer :  he  has 

merely  an  easement  in  respect  of  it,  for  the  purpose, 
and  only  for  the  purpose,  of  carrying  off  the  drainage 
from  his  premises ;  and  he  has  a  right  of  action  only 
for  an  obstruction  of  that  particular  easement.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  The  lease  gives  him  a  licence  to  make 
a  sewer,  not  merely  to  use  one.  Can  you  say  that 
such  licence  is  merely  an  easement?]  In  Bryan  v. 
Wliistler  (b)  it  was  held  that  a  licence  to  make  and  have 
the  exclusive  use  of  a  vault  in  a  church  conferred  an 
easement  only,  and  not  an  interest  in  the  land.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  To  whom  do  the  materials  of  the  sewer 
belong?]  Probably  to  the  plaintiff:  but  he  has  still 
nothing  but  an  easement  in  the  sewer,  as  i-cgards  any 
interference  with  it;  until  his  particular  enjoyment  of 
the  sewer  is  interfered  with,  he  has  no  right  of  action. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  defendant  does  interfere, 
when  he  docs  that  which  prevents  the  plaintiff  from 
having  such  particular  enjoyment]  The  defendant  has 
caused  no  damage,  at  all  events.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
That  is  not  material.  Coleridge  J.  Besides,  the  de- 
fendant could  not  have  done  what  he  has,  without  causing 
damage  by  breaking  into  the  sewer.]  He  has  paid 
money  into  Court  for  that.  [Cromptan  J.  No;  only 
for  the  value  of  the  materials,  not  for  the  damage.] 
The  lease  does  not  stipulate  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
the  use  of  the  sewer  is  to  be  exclusive.  [Coleridge  J. 
Suppose  he  had  made  an  iron  sewer,  and  that  the 
defendant  could  not  attach  a  drain  to  it,  would  the 
plaintiff  have  exceeded  the  right  reserved  to  him  by 
the  lease  ?]     At  all  events,  the  defendant  has  not  inter- 

(a)  4  East,  469.  (6)  S  B.  ^  a  288. 


V. 

Stevehsoh. 
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fered  with  the  plaintiff's  use  of  it,  as  made.     [Lord        i858. 
Campbell  C.  J.     It  can  make   no  difference  whether  Y^ 

the  sewer  is  of  iron  or  tile.]  Senhouse  v.  Christian  (a) 
illustrates  the  principle  upon  which  licences  of  this  kind 
are  to  be  limited  and  restricted.  The  plaintiff's  right 
is  analogous  to  that  of  a  right  of  way  for  horses  and 
carriages  over  the  land  of  another:  that  would  not 
prevent  the  owner  of  the  land  from  sending  his  own 
horses  and  carriages  across  it,  as  long  as  he  did  not 
interfere  with  the  particular  easement  granted. 

Lord  Campbell  C.J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  judgment 
should  be  for  the  plaintiff.  Looking,  as  we  must,  to  the 
nature  and  intention  of  the  grant,  it  is  clear  that  it  gives 
the  grantee  an  easement  consisting  of  the  exclusive  right 
to  use  the  sewer.  If  it  had  given  him  merely  the  right 
to  carry  his  drainage  along  the  surface  of  the  land  to  the 
river,  the  defendant  might  have  used  the  same  channel 
without  incurring  any  liability.  But  the  lease  grants 
to  the  plaintiff  power  to  ^^  dig  and  make  a  covered  sewer 
or  watercourse"  [his  Lordship  read  the  whole  of  the 
clause  in  question],  in  order  to  convey  the  waste  water 
from  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  (limiting,  therefore,  the 
area  of  the  drain),  making  compensation  to  the  defend- 
ant: that  is,  substantially,  a  right  to  place  a  pipe  through 
the  defendant's  land,  of  such  diiAensions,  and  no  more, 
as  will  be  sufficient  to  carry  off  the  plaintiff's  waste 
water  through  the  land  into  the  river.  1  am  of  opinion 
that  such  a  grant  is  a  grant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  exclu- 
sive use  of  the  pipe,  not  merely  of  the  right  to  have  his 
waste  water  run  through  it.     Whether  it  be  of  metal  or 

dle^  the  defendant  cannot  have  made  use  of  it  without 
breaking  into  it ;  and  for  any  interferchcc  at  all  with  it 

(a)   1  T.  R,  560. 
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1858.        he  is  liable  to  an  action,  the  plaintiff  having  the  right 


Leb         to  the  exclusive  possession  of  it  for  a  particular  purpose 
Stivefsom.     <>f  ^^^  o^°- 

CoLEBiDOE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
plaintiff  complains  of  the  infringement  by  the  defendant 
of  the  right  granted  to  him  by  the  defendant  What 
did  the  defendant  grant?  We  must  decide  that  by 
looking  at  the  words  of  the  grant  and  the  intention  to 
be  gathered  from  them.  The  grant  is  clearly  not  of  a 
mere  right  of  flow  for  the  plaintiff's  waste  water  over 
the  defendant's  land :  if  it  were,  the  defendant  would  cer- 
tainly not  be  liable  to  an  action  for  using  the  same  channel 
for  his  own  drainage.  But  the  right  reserved  to  the 
plaintiff  is  a  right  to  make  a  covered  sewer,  adequate, 
and  no  more  than  adequate,  for  the  conveyance  of  his 
own  waste  water.  The  clear  inference  from  the  terms 
of  the  grant  is  that  the  sewer  was  to  be  constructed 
with  a  view  to  this  particular  purpose  only,  and  that  the 
defendant  gave  up  a^l  right  to  interfere  with  it  in  any 
way.  We  have  a  right  to  assume  that  it  has  been  so 
constructed:  and  therefore  any  interference  with  it  by 
the  defendant  is  actionable. 

Erle  J.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  reservation 
in  the  lease  gives  the  plaintiff  an  exclusive  right  in  the 
sewer.  The  stipulation  is  a  very  important  and  a  very 
useful  one,  and  is  quite  borne  out  by  the  language  of  the 
grant. 

Crompton  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  right 
granted  to  the  plaintiff  is  to  have  a  sewer  of  his  own 
passing  through  the  demised  land  for  the  purpose  of 
conveying  away  his  own  waste  water  only.  The  defendant 
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is  liable  to  an  action  If  he  does  anything  inconsistent  with        1858. 
the  plaintiff's  right,  so  limited.     Whether,  if  he  does  so,  L^i 

he  causes  actual  damage  or  not,  is  immaterial :  the  case  stkyensom. 
comes  within  the  operation  of  the  general  rule,  that  no 
one  can  derogate  from  his  own  grant.  Chetliam  v.  William* 
mm  {a)  and  Doe  dem.  HawUy  v.  Wood  (b)  are  distinguish- 
able. In  the  former  case,  the  owner  of  the  soil,  as  well 
as  the  grantee,  had  a  right  to  take  the  coal ;  and  after 
the  owner  had  severed  it,  it  was  his  property  still ;  but, 
if,  in  obtaining  it,  he  had  interfered  with  the  grantee's 
licence  to  enter  and  dig,  the  grantee  would  have  had 
a  right  of  action.  The  cases  of  right  of  way  are  not 
analogous :  there  the  use  by  the  owner  of  the  soil  would 
not  be  inconsistent  with  the  right  reserved  to  the  grantee; 

here  it  would. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  4  East,  469.  (6)  2  B,  if  Aid.  724. 


The  Queen  against  The  Overseers  of  the  Town-   Thurtdatf, 

^  ^  June  3d. 

ship  of  North  Bierley. 

nn  F.  ELLIS,  in  last  Term,  obtained  a  rule,  calling  Under  sects, 
on  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  Township  of  5  &  «  Kw/. 

c.  109.,  where 
justices  issue  a 
precept  to  overseers  requiring  them  to  return  a  list  of  a  competent  number  of  men  in  their 
parish  to  serve  as  constables,  and  the  overseers  accordingly  summon  a  vestry  within  the 
fourteen  days  after  receiving  the  precept,  prescribed  in  sect.  3,  the  vestry  has  no  discretion, 
but  must  make  out  the  list. 

Therefore,  where  such  vestry,  having  met  in  obedience  to  the  precept,  had  adjourned  for 
a  twelvemonth,  and  made  no  return,  this  Court,  on  motion  made  after  the  expiration  of  tho 
fourteen  days,  issued  a  mandamus  commanding  the  overseers  to  summon  a  vestry  for  the 
purpose  of  making  out  and  returning  a  list. 

Although  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  disclosed  no  ground  for  considering  the 
appointment  of  tho  parochial  constables  to  be  necessary,  and  although,  in  opposition  to 
the  rule,  it  was  deposed  that  the  inhabitants  considered  the  appointment  of  parochial 
constables  to  be  superfluous  and  uselessly  expensive,  a  paid  police  having  been  appointed 
under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict  c  69. 

And  although  it  was  also  deposed  that  the  parochial  constables  of  the  preceding  year 
were  ready  to  serve  on. 
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1858.  North  Bierley^  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  Township, 
The  Queen  and  the  justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  York  acting  for 
Overseers  of  ^^  division  in  which  the  said  Township  is  situate,  to 
BiraiiOT.  sb^^  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  com- 
manding the  overseers  to  give  notice  of  a  vestry  meet- 
ing of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Township,  **  to  meet  and 
assemble  themselves  in  vestry,  and  then  and  there  to 
make  out  a  list  in  writing  of  a  proper  number  of  persons 
residing  within  the  said  Township  qualified  and  liable 
to  serve  as  constables  of* the  said  Township;  and  com- 
manding the  said  justices  to  hold  a  special  session  within 
the  said  division,  and  give  due  notice  thereof,  and  then 
and  there  to  choose  from  the  said  list  the  names  of  such 
number  of  persons  as  they  may  deem  necessary  to  act  as 
constable  within  the  said  Township  for  the  remainder  of 
the  year  then  and  next  following,  and  until  other  con- 
stables shall  be  chosen  and  sworn  to  act  in  their  stead 
as  constables  for  such  Township ;  and  commanding  the 
said  overseers,  inhabitants  and  justices  to  do  everything 
necessary  to  be  done  by  them  or  any  of  them  respectively 
in  order  to  the  due  and  effectual  appointment  of  a  con- 
stable for  the  said  Township." 

From  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained, 
it  appeared  that  the  Township  of  North  Bierley  is  situate 
in  the  East  Division  of  Morley  in  the  West  Riding  of 
Yorkshire;  and  that  the  clerk  to  the  justices  usually 
acting  at  Bradford^  in  and  for  that  Division,  being 
directed  so  to  do  by  a  precept  under  the  hands  and 
seals  of  two  of  such  justices,  at  the  commencement  of 
this  year,  made  out  a  list  and  description  of  the  Petty 
and  Special  Sessions  to  be  holden  by  them  during  the 
year,  with  the  day  of  the  month  on  which  such  Session 
was  to  be  holden ;  and  that  the  clerk  delivered  a  copy 
to  each  of  the  justices  long  before  the  1st  of  April,  the 
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day  fixed  by  the  justices  for  the  appointment  of  parish 
constables,  according  to  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  109.  Early 
in  FAruary^  the  clerk  delivered  to  a  constable  of  Brad- 
ford a  precept  and  duplicate  thereof,  dated  3d  February 
1858,  under  the  hands  of  two  justices  usually  acting  for 
the  division,  directed  to  the  overseers  of  the  Township, 
commanding  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  to  make 
out  and  return,  before  24th  March  then  next,  a  list  in 
writing  of  seventy,  being  a  competent  number,  of  able 
bodied  m!fti,  resident,  and  qualified  and  liable  to  serve 
as  constables  within  the  Township,  with  the  Christian 
name  &c.,  and  to  return  and  send  the  list  to  the  office 
of  the  clerk ;  and  giving  notice  that  a  Special  Session 
would  be  holden  by  the  justices  usually  acting  for  the 
division,  at  the  Court  House  in  Bradford^  on  1st  Aprils 
at  11  A.M.,  for  the  appointment  of  parochial  constables; 
at  which  time  and  place  the  overseers  were  required  to 
verify  the  list  upon  oath.  On  4th  February  the  con- 
stable delivered  the  duplicate  of  this  precept  to  one  of 
the  overseers  of  the  Township.  In  pursuance  of  this 
precept  the  overseers  legally  called  a  meeting  of  the  rate- 
payers to  be  holden  on  12th  February y  for  the  purpose 
of  making  out  a  list  of  persons  qualified  to  serve  as 
constables  for  the  ensuing  year.  The  meeting  was  held 
accordingly ;  when  a  motion  was  carried,  "  That  this 
meeting  be  adjourned  for  twelve  months ;"  and  the 
meeting  was  adjourned  accordingly.  And  no  list  was 
made  out  at  that  or  any  subsequent  meeting;  and  none 
had  been  returned,  as  required :  but  the  overseer  appeared 
before  the  justices  on  1st  Aprily  and  stated  the  facts. 

In  answer,  affidavit  was  made  by  a  deponent  who  had 
been  a  resident  inhabitant  in  the  township  for  forty  five 
years,  and  was  a  freeholder  and  rate-payer,  and  a  guar- 
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dian  of  the  poor  of  the  Union  in  which  the  township 
was  situate.  He  deposed  that  he  attended  the  meeting 
of  12th  February.  "That  at  such  meeting  the  utility 
of  making  out  any  such  list  was  discussed.  That  it  was 
considered  wholly  unnecessary  to  do  so,  by  reason  of 
the  justices  of  the  said  riding  having  organized,  under 
the  powers  of  the  Rural  Police  Act,  and  at  an  immense 
cost  to  the  rate-payers,  a  constabulary  or  police  force  in 
and  for  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire ;  which  force  was, 
at  the  time  the  said  meeting  was  held,  and  is  now,  in 
full  operation  in  the  said  Township  of  North  Bierley ; 
and  which  force  was,  as  the  said  meeting  thought,  and 
which  the  inhabitants  at  large  think,  abundantly  sufficient 
for  the  requirements  of  the  said  Township  at  all  times. 
That  it  was  therefore  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
rate-payers  present  at  such  meeting  that  the  proposed 
appointments  of  parochial  constables  were  wholly  un- 
necessary and  useless,  and  that  it  had  been  an  unin- 
tentional oversight  of  the  Legislature  in  not  repealing 
the  Parochial  Constables  Act,  on  the  Rural  Police  Act 
being  brought  into  operation.  That  the  inhabitants  of 
the  said  Township  have  always  considered,  and  yet 
consider,  the  former  Act  virtually  repealed.  That  the 
inhabitants,  so  assembled  in  vestry  as  aforesaid,  con- 
ceived that  by  the  required  annual  appointment  of 
parochial  constables  under  the  former  statute  an  useless 
waste  of  money  was  entailed  upon  the  said  township, 
in  magistrates'  clerks*  fees  and  other  expences  attendant 
upon  such  appointments.  That  the  inhabitants,  so 
assembled  at  the  said  meeting,  also  conceived  that  they 
had  all  the  ancient  rights  and  privileges  of  a  vestry. 
And  the  said  meeting  acted  purely  under  the  impression 
that  they  had  a  discretionary  power  of  making  out  such 
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list,  or  not,  as  a  majority  of  the  said  meeting  might  deem 
expedient  And  that,  acting  under  that  impression, 
and  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  and  no  other,  the  said 
meeting  was  adjourned  for  twelve  months.  That  I  had 
not,  and,  as  I  verily  believe,  no  person  at  the  said 
meeting  had,  any  intention  to  set  the  law  at  defiance : 
nor  had  I,  or,  as  I  verily  believe,  any  person  at  the  said 
meeting,  any  knowledge  that  an  adjournment  of  the 
said  meeting  for  twelve  months  was  illegal  or  improper. 
That  the  establishment  of  the  said  Rural  Police  force 
under  the  recent  statute  has  entailed  upon  the  said 
Township  of  North  Bierley  an  annual  cost  of  consider- 
ably above  250/. :  whereas,  prior  thereto,  the  constabulary 
force  was,  up  to  the  establishment  of  such  Rural  Police 
force,  always  formed  and  gratuitously  maintained  by  the 
parishioners  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  rate-payers 
at  large.  That  the  said  Rural  Police  force  is  also  in  full 
and  effective  operation  in  the  Townships  of  Thornton 
and  Clayton^  both  of  whiph  are  contiguous  or  near  to 
the  said  Township  of  North  Bierley;  and  the  same  is 
amply  sufficient  for  all  the  requirements  of  those  Town- 
ships. That  it  is  also,  as  I  verily  believe,  in  operation 
throughout  the  said  Riding,  and  equally  effective.  That 
I  verily  believe  that  it  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
rate-payers  of  the  said  Township  of  North  Bierley  that, 
80  long  as  the  present  Rural  Police  force  exists,  the 
annual  appointment  of  parochial  constables  is  utterly 
useless,  and  only  tends  to  entail  upon  the  several  Town- 
ships, in  and  for  which  such  appointments  arc  made, 
the  costs  of  magistrates'  clerks'  and  other  fees  attendant 
npon  such  appointments.  That  I  never  knew  any 
symptoms  of  disaffection  or  insubordination  amongst 
any  class  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  township.     That 
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all  classes  are  most  peaceably  disposed,  and  ever  ready 
to  obey  the  law." 

Other  affidavits  to  the  same  effect  were  made  by  other 
inhabitants.  One  of  the  overseers  deposed  that  the 
disobedience  to  the  precept  on  the  part  of  the  meeting 
arose  from  misapprehension  of  the  law,  they  considering 
it  discretionary  with  them  to  return  the  list  or  adjourn ; 
and  that  the  adjournment  was  resolved  upon  solely  with 
the  view  of  saving  the  Township  the  appointment  of  fresh 
constables  for  the  ensuing  year.  That,  until  recently, 
it  had  been  the  prevailing  opinion  of  the  inhabitants 
^*  that  the  Parochial  Constables  Act  was  repealed  by  the 
recent  statute  enabling  the  justices  to  establish  a  Rural 
Police  force,  and  that  the  latter  statute  had  been  passed 
in  entire  substitution  of  the  former."  One  of  the  present 
constables  of  the  Township,  who  had  held  office  for 
twenty  years,  deposed  "that  the  other  parochial  con- 
stables have  not,  nor  have  or  hath  any  of  them,  so  far 
as  I  know  and  believe,  had  any  services  whatsoever  to 
perform,  except  to  post  certain  notices  in  pursuance  of 
the  precept  issued  annually  for  the  appointment  of 
assessors,  and  collectors  of  taxes,  and  surveyors  of  the 
highways,  and  to  serve  the  summons  on  the  parochial 
constables.  That  the  whole  of  the  duties  of  constables 
in  and  for  the  said  township  are  performed  by  the 
officers  appointed  under  the  recent  statute,  except  as 
hereinbefore  alluded  to.**  "  That  I  am  ready  and  wil- 
ling, and  always  have  been  ready  and  willing,  as  have 
the  other  parochial  constables  been  ready  and  willing, 
as  I  verily  believe,  to  perform  the  office  till  others  are 
appointed,  and  will  cheerfully  perform  all  the  duties 
which  may  be  required  of  them.  That  there  is  not 
the  most  remote  probability  of  any  being  required." 
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Pashley  now  shewed  cause.  Stat.  2  &  3  VicL  (;.  93. «.  1  • 
makes  it  lawful  for  the  justices  in  Quarter  Sessions,  if  it 
appear  that  the  ordinary  officers  for  preserving  the  peace 
are  not  sufficient,  to  report  to  a  principal  Secretary  of 
State  how  many  paid  constables  are  needed,  and  the 
proper  rates  of  payment ;  and  the  Secretary  may  then 
make  rules  &c.  The  chief  constable  is  to  appoint  the 
petty  constables,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  justices ; 
sect.  6.  Sect  8  gives  these  paid  constables  throughout 
the  county  the  common  law  or  statutable  powers  of 
petty  constables  in  their  constablewicks.  This  shews 
that  no  public  duty  remains  to  be  necessarily  executed 
by  the  common  law  constables;  and  therefore  the 
mandamus  to  appoint  such  common  law  constables  will 
not  go.    This  statute  is  further  carried  out  by  stat.  3  &  4 

Vict.  c.  88.:  and  sect.  16  of  that  statute  provides  for 
the  appointment  of  local  constables  for  any  particular 
parish,  township  or  place ;  and  sect.  27  provides  for  the 
formation  of  police  districts,  with  the  proper  number  of 
constables  for  each.  Then  stat.  19  &  20  Vict,  c,  69., 
incorporating,  by  sect  31,  the  two  statutes  before  men- 
tioned, makes  it  compulsory  on  the  justices  to  establish 
a  sufficient  police  force,  it  having  before  been  left  to 
their  discretion.  These  statutes  appear  to  provide  fully 
for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  constables  by  the 
paid  police  force.     It  is  true  that  sect  25  of  stat.  2  &  3 

Vict.  c.  93.  provides  "that  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  prevent  or  invalidate  the  appointment  of  parochial 
constables:"  but  a  mandamus  will  not  go  to  compel 
each  appointment,  where  no  necessity  is  shewn  affir- 
matively  by  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule,  and 
where  the  affidavits  in  answer  expressly  negative  such 
necessity :   if  such  necessity  were  shewn,  it  might  be 
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right  to  act  on  the  proviso  in  sect  25.  The  old  constables 
are  willing  to  serve  on.  This  application  is  made  under 
Stat.  5  &  6  Vict  c,  109.,  **  for  the  appointment  and  payment 
of  parish  constables.*'  [CromptonJ.  I  cannot  understand 
how  that  Act  is  affected  bj  the  earlier  statutes,  2  &  3 
VicL  c.  93.  and  3  &  4  Fict,  c.  88.]  It  is  not  unreason- 
able to  consider  stat  5  &  6  Vict  c.  109.  as  virtually 
repealed  by  slat.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  69.  Even  if  it  be 
doubtful  whether  there  should  be  an  appointment,  a 
mandamus  would  not  go.  [^Erle  J.  Stat.  5  &  6  Vict 
c.  109.  8.  2.  gives  to  the  justices  the  discretion  as  to 
issuing  the  precept,  which,  by  sect.  3,  is  to  name  the 
number.  You  say  the  discretion  is  with  the  vestry, 
whether  they  will  obey  the  precept.]  At  any  rate,  the 
mandamus  asked  for  in  the  rule  cannot  go:  sect.  3 
requires  that  the  meeting  be  holden  within  fourteen 
days  after  the  receipt  of  the  precept :  but  that  time  has 
expired. 


T.  F.  ElliSy  contra.  As  to  the  last  point :  the  justices 
have  done  their  duty  in  issuing  their  precept,  and  the 
overseers  in  calling  the  vestry  meeting:  the  vestry  has 
failed  to  perform  its  duty,  and  will  be  compelled  to  do 
so:  for  this  purpose  the  overseers  must  summon  them 
anew.  Regina  v.  Mayor  of  Rochester  (a)  is  in  point  as 
to  that.  The  argument  on  the  other  side  assumes  that 
the  vestry  has  the  right  to  disobey  the  precept:  but 
sect.  3  is  peremptory.  The  justices,  under  sect.  2,  have 
determined  the  number  of  parochial  constables  wanted 
to  aid  the  police :  the  number  of  the  police  must  have 
been  fixed  with  reference  to  the  aid  which  would  be 
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given  by  the   parochial  constables.     The  affidavits  in        1858. 
answer  appear   to  rest  on  the  ground:  first,  that  the    The  Queeb 
justices  were,  in  the  opinion  of  the  vestry,  wrong ;  as  to    Overseers  of 
which  no  power  of  deciding  is  lodged  in  the  vestry:      ^^^^ 
secondly,  that  the  Legislature  has  acted  erroneously ;  a 
matter  equally  without  the  cognizance  of  the  vestry.    If 
necessary,  it  can  be  shewn  that  duties  are  by  law  incum- 
bent on  parochial  constables  which  the  paid  policemen 
cannot  perform^  besides  those  noticed  in  the  afiidavits. 
(He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  assent,  with  great  reluctance, 
to  the  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
One  of  the  greatest  improvements  of  our  time  has  been 
the  appointment  of  a  paid  police  instead  of  men  of  the 
class  oi Dogberry  and  Verges,  Such  appointment  is  made 
compulsory  by  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  69.;  so  that  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  kept  up  any  necessity  of  appointing 
the  old  parochial  constables,  which  may  have  merely 
the  effect  of  annoying  individuals  by  disturbing  them  in 
the  exercise  of  their  ordinary  callings.  Still,  under  stat. 
5  &  6  Vict  c,  109.,  a  power  has  been  reserved  of  ap- 
pointing the  parochial  constables  where  the  justices 
deem  it  useful.  It  does  look  here,  on  the  affidavits,  as 
if  no  inconvenience  would  result  from  omitting  this,  and 
as  if  all  duties  might  be  performed  by  the  paid  police? 
But  the  discretion  is  vested  in  the  justices :  they  have 
issued  their  precept,  which  has  not  been  obeyed.  At 
first  I  was  under  the  impression  that  the  motion  had 
been  for  a  mandamus  to  direct  the  issuing  of  a  precept, 
'  thus  commencing  a  proceeding  entirely  new :  but  I  see 
that  it  is  to  enforce  the  original  precept,  which  b  still 
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Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Erle  J.  I  concur,  on  the  ground  assigned,  that  the 
discretion  is  in  the  justices,  and  that  the  vestry  has 
chosen  to  dissent.  But  I  must  say  that,  this  power  being 
vested  in  the  justices,  there  has  been' Nothing  shewn 
which  raises  any  doubt  in  my  mind  that  it  has  been 
most  properly  exercised;  and  the  presumption  is  that 
they  have  done  their  duty. 


Crompton  J.  It  must,  I  think,  be  allowed  that  the 
justices  have  the  initiative.  Thus  far,  we  cannot  see 
that  the  discretion  is  otherwise  than  in  them ;  and,  if  so, 
there  has  been  an  usurpation  by  the  vestry.  There 
ought  therefore  to  be  a  mandamus  to  enforce  the  pre- 
cept. I  agree  that  the  magistrates  should  issue  their 
precept  on  good  grounds  only:  here  there  has  been  no 
opportunity  of  replying  to  the  objections  made  on  the 
part  of  the  vestry;  and  some  imputations  have  been 
thrown  out  to  which  we  can  attach  no  weight  I  agree, 
however,  that  it  is  in  general  advisable  to  have  all  the 
constabulary  powers  lodged  in  one  set  of  functionaries : 
but  we  are  bound  to  presume  that  the  justices  have 
acted  according  to  the  best  of  their  judgment;  and  they 
think  it  right  to  have  parochial  constables. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  E,fy  /?.  910. 
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ACTION  airainst  the  defendant,  as  clerk  to  the  Local  A  patent  was 
^  ^  '  entitled 

Board  of  Health  for  the  town  of  Hitching  in  Hert"  -  Treating 
fmxbhiref  for  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent  the  collected 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  true  sewen  and 
and  first  inventor  of  a  certain  new  manufacture,  that  is  to'wni  and  ^"* 
to  say,  "  treating  chemically  the  collected  contents  of  Tu  *f??'  ^ 
sewers  and  drains  in  cities,  towns  and  villages,  so  that  "fy  \^  "P- 

*  ^  plicableto 

the  same  may  be  applicable  to  agricultural  and  other  agricultural 

and  other 

useful  purposes  :*'  that  letters  patent  had  been  granted  useful  pur. 

to  him  to  make,  use  and  exercise  and  vend  the  said  description  of 

inventions,  and  certain  other  things  invented  by  him,  gtat^Tt^for 

by  and  under  the  title  of  **  The  means  of  collecting  the  p^4?p2^f„y^ 

contents  of  sewers  and  drains  in  cities,  towns  and  vil-  *^®  matter, 

the  patentee 

lages,  and  for  treating  chemically  the  same,  and  for  preferred  to 

^  ^  employ  hydrate 

applying  such  contents,  when  so  treated,  to  agricultural  of  lime;  and 

he  claimed  tho 

and  other  useful  purposes:"  that  a  specification  of  the  precipiution 

said  invention  was  duly  enrolled  by  the  plaintiff:  that  vegetable 

a  disclaimer  was  also  entered  by  him,  whereby  he  dis-  J^™e  wiuer 

claimed  certain  parts  of  the  said  title,  and  altered  the  uj/^®  nie«n" 

residue  thereof  to  "  Treating  chemically  the  collected  «cf'»^-    I* 

°  -^  stated  that 

contents  of  sewers  and  drains  in  cities,  towns  and  vil-  the  invention 

consisted  in 

lages,  so  that  the  same  may  be  applicable  to  agricultural  the  use  and 

application  of 
a  chemical 
agent  for  the  puroose  of  precipitating  the  solid  animal  and  vegetable  matter  contained  in 
sewage  water ;  ana  that  what  was  claimed  was  the  precipitation  of  animal  and  vegetable 
matter  from  sewage  water  by  means  of  the  chemical  agent  before  described. 

In  an  action  for  an  infringement  of  this  patent,  it  appeared  that  defendant  had  applied 
the  process  and  the  hydrate  of  lime  for  the  purpose  of  deodorising  sewage  water :  m  the 
course  of  which  some  precipitate  of  animal  and  vegetable  matter  was  produced,  which, 
however,  defendant  did  not  use  as  an  article  of  value,  but  bona  fide  rejected  as  an  article 
accidentally  produced. 

Held,  that  this  was  no  evidence  for  a  jury  of  the  infringement  of  the  patent. 

E.    B.    &    E.  2    M 
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1858.        *od  other  useful  purposes;"  and   also  altered  certain 
HiGo«        parts   respectively  of  the  said   specification.     Breach  : 
GooDwiH.     '^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  Local  Board  of  Health,  at  divers  times 
during  the  term  of  the  said  patent,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  infringed,  and  still  continues  to 
infringe,  the  said  patent  right  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  particulars  of  breaches,  delivered  with  the  decla- 
ration, stated  that  the  ^^  above  mentioned  Local  Board 
of  Health,  at  divers  times  between  the  27th  May,  1857, 
and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  used  hydrate  of 
lime  for  the  purpose  of  precipitating  the  solid  animal  and 
vegetable  matters  contained  in  sewage  water,  according 
to  and  in  imitation  of  the  plaintiff's  invention.'* 

Pleas :  1.  Not  guilty.  2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not 
the  true  and  first  inventor  &c.  3.  That  the  undisclaimed 
part  of  the  said  alleged  invention  was  not  new  at  the 
time  of  granting  the  said  letters  patent.  4.  That  the 
said  undisclaimed  part  was  not,  nor  is,  a  matter  for  which 
letters  patent  could  by  law  be  granted.  5.  That  the 
nature  of  the  said  undisclaimed  part  of  the  said  inven- 
tion, and  the  manner  in  which  the  same  was  and  is  to 
be  performed,  were  not,  nor  are  they,  particularly  de- 
scribed or  ascertained  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  letters  patent  6.  That  the  said 
undisclaimed  part  of  the  said  invention  was  not,  at  the 
time  of  granting  the  said  letters  patent,  of  any  public  or 
general  use.     Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

At  the  trial,  before  JSrle  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes 
for  Hertfordshire,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  specifi- 
cation described  the  invention  as  consisting,  ^'  firstly, 
in  the  construction  of  tanks  or  reservoirs,  in  which  the 
contents  of  sewers  and  drains  in  cities,  towns  and  villages 
are  to  be  collected,  and  the  solid  animal  and  vegetable 
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matters  therein  contained  solidified  and  dried;"  **se-        1858. 
condly^  in  the  construction  of  buildings  over  such  tanks        hioos 
and  reservoirs,  in  which  the  vapours  and  gases  evolved      goodwiit 
from  the  collected  mass  of  sewage  below  may  be  col- 
lected, retained,  condensed  and  combined  with  chemical 
agents;"  ^Uhirdlj,  in  the  construction  and  arrangement 
of  machinery  and  apparatus  to  be  used  in  distributing 
and  depositing  chemical  agents  over  the  mass  of  sew- 
age;" and,  ^'fourthly,  in  the  use  and  application  of 
chemical  agents  for  the  purpose  of  precipitating  the 
solid  animal  and  vegetable  matter  contained  in  sewage 
water,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  absorbing  and  com- 
bining with  the  gases  evolved  from  such  sewage  water, 
and  the  animal  and  vegetable  matters  contained  therein 
or  precipitated  therefrom."    The  specification  described 
the  construction  of  the  tanks,  buildings  and  apparatus, 
and  proceeded  to  describe  the  fourth  part  of  the  inven- 
tion thus :  ^  I  will  now  describe  the  fourth  part  of  my 
invention,  the  object  of  which  is  to  precipitate  all  the 
solid  animal  and  vegetable  matter  contained  in  the  sew- 
age water  from  time  to  time  run  into  one  of  my  tanks 
before  described,  and  to  cause  the  vapours  and  gases 
arising  therefrom  to  be  condensed,  absorbed  or  combined 
with  some  other  substances  in  the  chambers  above.    For 
the  purpose  of  precipitating  the  animal  and  vegetable 
matter  contained  in  the  sewage  water,  I  prefer  to  employ 
hydrate  of  lime,  commonly  termed  slacked  lime,  which, 
so  far  as  I  know,  is  the  cheapest  and  most  efficient 
chemical  agent  for  eiFecting  this  purpose.     But  the  car- 
bonate of  lime,  and  some  others  of  the  alkaline  earths, 
either  in  their  simple  or  compound  states,  as  well  as 
some  other  substances,  may  perhaps  be  employed  for  a 
similar  purpose;  but,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  employment 

2  M  2 
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1858.       of  any  other  substance  than  hydrate  of  lime  will  not  be 
HiGos       ^^  efficient  or  convenient  for  eiFecting   the  purposes 
GooDwiH.     aforesaid."    The  specification  described   the   mode  of 
condensing  the  vapours  and  gases,  and  ended  by  claim- 
ing, "  fourthly,"  "  the  precipitation  of  animal  and  vege- 
table matter  from  sewage  water,  and  also  the  condensa- 
tion,  combination  and  crystallization  of  vapours  and 
gases  arising  firom  sewage  matter  in  tanks  or  reservoirs, 
by  the  means  and  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  described." 
The  plaintifi;  on  the  day  on  which  the  specification 
was  enrolled,  also  entered  a  disclaimer;  in  which,  after 
reciting  that,  since  the  enrolment  of  his  specification,  he 
had  found  that  some  parts  of  his  said  invention  therein 
described  were  not  of  much  value,  and  that  he  was  therefore 
desirous  of  disclaiming  the  same,  he  thereby  altered  the 
title  of  his  said  invention  to  **  Treating  chemically  the 
collected  contents  of  sewers  and  drains  in  cities,  towns 
and  villages,  so  that  the   same   may  be  applicable  to 
agricultural  and  other  useful  purposes."     He  then  dis- 
claimed the  whole  of  the  first,  second  and  third  parts 
of  his  invention,  '^  and  so  much  of  the  fourth  part  of  the 
same  invention  as  consists  in  the  condensation,  combi- 
nation and  crystallization  of  vapours  and  gases  arising 
from  sewage  matter;"  and  described  his  invention  as 
follows :  **  My  invention  consists  in  the  use  and  appli- 
cation of  a  chemical  agent  for  the  purpose  of  precipi- 
tating the  solid  animal  and  vegetable  matter  contained 
in  sewage  water."     He  further  stated  that,  "for  the 
purpose  of  precipitating  the  animal  and  vegetable  matter 
contained   in   the  sewage   water,   I   prefer  to  employ 
hydrate  of  lime,  commonly  termed  slacked  lime,  which, 
so  far  as  I  know,  is  the  cheapest  and  the  most  efficient 
chemical  agent  for  efiecting  this  purpose  *'  (making  no 


XXL   VICTORIA.  633 

mention  of  ''the  carbonate  of  lime  and  some  others  of        1858. 
the  alkaline  6arths"  &c  mentioned  in  the  specification).        ^iqqb 
The  disclaimer  concluded  as  follows :  "  What  I  claim  of      qoodwik 
my  invention  is,  the  precipitation  of  animal  and  vege- 
table matter  from  sewage  water  by  means  of  the  chemical 
agent  hereinbefore  described.*' 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  evidence  was  given  to  shew 
that  the  process  used  by  the  Local  Board  of  Health  at 
Hitehin  was  identical  with  that  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
as  his  invention ;  and  also  that  his  invention  was  new, 
useful  and  valuable.  On  behalf  of  the  defendant  it  was 
contended  that  there  had  been  no  infringement  of  the 
plaintiff's  patent:  and  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that 
the  system  pursued  by  the  Local  Board  was  to  separate 
the  greater  part  of  the  sewage  matter  from  the  water  by 
filtration,  and  then  to  apply  hydrate  of  lime  to  the 
water,  for  the  purpose  of  deodorizing  it*  It  was  proved 
that  the  hydrate  of  lime,  so  applied,  did  cause  some 
precipitation  of  the  animal  and  vegetable  matter  which 
remained  in  the  sewage  water  even  after  such  filtration. 
It  was  also  proved  that  the  sediment  which  was  procured 
by  the  filtration  was  not  sold  by  the  Local  Board,  but 
was  carted  away  by  persons  who  were  paid  for  so  doing. 
Evidence  was  also  given  to  shew  that  the  alleged  inven- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  was  not  new. 

The  learned  Judge  told  the  jury  that,  if  the  chemical 
agent  (in  this  case  hydrate  of  lime)  was  applied  by  the 
Local  Board  with  a  knowledge  that  one  effect  would  be 
to  precipitate  the  matter  still  lefl  in  the  sewage  water, 
the  Board  must  be  considered  to  have  applied  it  for  that 
purpose,  although  their  object  were,  not  to  precipitate, 
but  to  deodorize:  and  that  they  had,  in  that  case, 
infiinged  the  plaintiff's  patent,  although  the  greater  part 
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18^8.  of  the  sewage  matter  had  been  separated  by  filtration 
HiQos  ^^  ^^®  water  before  the  hydrate  of  lime  was  used. 
GooDwiB.  ^^^  J"**y  found  that  the  Local  Board  had  infringed. 
The  learned  Judge  then  asked  the  jury,  at  the  request 
of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  whether,  if  the  patent 
was  to  be  construed  as  a  patent,  not  for  the  use  of  a 
chemical  agent  generally,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
cipitating, but  for  the  use  of  hydrate  of  lime  for  that 
purpose,  they  were  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  an 
infringement  by  the  Local  Board.  The  jury  found  that 
there  had.  Leave  was  reserved  to  move  as  after  mentioned. 
Lushy  in  last  JEasier  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on 
the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  a  verdict  should  not  be 
entered  for  the  defendant,  or  a  nonsuit,  ^'  on  the  grounds: 
1st.  That  the  undisclaimed  part  of  plaintiff's  alleged 
invention  is  not  a  matter  for  which  letters  patent  can  by 
law  be  granted ;  2d.  That  the  plaintiff's  specification  is 
too  laige,  inasmuch  as  it  claims  any  and  every  chemical 
agent  whatever,  without  specifying  or  particularizing  the 
same;  3d.  That  the  plaintiff's  specification  does  not 
state  the  particular  chemical  agent  to  be  employed,  nor 
the  mode  in  which  the  same  is  to  be  employed:"  or 
why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  **  on  the  grounds : 
Ist  That  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  infringement  of 
plaintiff's  patent;  2d.  That  the  learned  Judge  mis- 
directed the  jury  in  telling  them  that  the  user  of  hydrate 
of  lime  for  the  purpose  stated  in  the  defendant's  evidence 
was  an  infiringeroent  of  the  plaintiff's  patent ;  3d.  TJiat 
it  was  proved  that  the  alleged  invention  was  not  new, 
and  was  well  known  to  others,  and  publicly  and  generally 
practised  in  the  United  Kingdom  before  the  date  and 
grant  of  the  plaintiff's  letters  patent." 
Yesterday  and  this  day. 


Goodwin. 
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BomUy  Hindmarch  and  C  Pollock  shewed  cause.  First,  1858. 
as  to  the  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  -qiqq^ 
a  nonsait.  Taking  the  specification  and  the  disclaimer  ^^^^^ 
together,  the  result  is,  a  claim  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  use  of 
hydrate  of  lime  only :  or,  at  all  events,  of  hydrate  of  lime  in 
preference  to  any  other  chemical  agent.  The  substance 
is  *<the  chemical  agent  hereinbefore  described,"  men- 
tioned in  the  disclaimer,  and  which,  in  the  disclaimer, 
the  plaintiff  declares  **  I  prefer  to  employ.'*  It  is  not  a 
claim  for  a  mere  principle ;  the  modus  operandi  is  speci- 
fied* The  proportion  used  is  not  specified;  but  that  varies 
with  the  density  of  the  sewage  water :  no  further  detail  is 
possible.  As  to  the  rule  for  a  new  trial.  The  defendant 
contends  that,  if  all  that  the  plaintiff  claims  is  the  use  of 
hydrate  of  lime,  the  invention  is  not  new.  But  the  evi- 
dence, even  of  the  defendant's  own  witnesses,  shewed  that 
the  use  of  hydrate  of  lime  as  a  precipitating  agent  was  new. 
And  that  was  the  mode  in  which  the  defendant  employed 
it,  although  the  precipitation  was  the  less  in  consequence 
of  the  sewage  matter  being  thinned  to  some  extent  by 
mechanical  means  before  the  hydrate  of  lime  was  mixed 
with  it.  It  seems  to  have  been  understood  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Steiner  v.  Heald  (a), 
that  the  question  whether  a  process  is  new  may  be 
determined  by  the  novelty  of  the  result  produced.  In 
Cranes.  Price  {b)  Tindal  C.  J.  applies  the  result  as  a  test ; 
and  so  does  Cochbum  C.  J.  in  Booth  v.  Kennard  {c\ 
Here  the  precipitation  from  running  sewage  water  is 
new.  There  was  no  misdirection  in  law  as  to  the 
infringement ;  nor  was  the  verdict  contrary  to  the  evi- 

(o)  6  Exch,  607. 

(6)  A  M.  ^  G,  580.  602,  3.     S,  C.  Web»Ur't  Reportt  ^.  on  LdUrt 
Patent,  377.  409.  («)  \  H,  ^  N.  627.  631. 
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1858.  dence.  The  defendant  contends  that  he  used  the  pro- 
HiGoa  ^®*  ^^^  ^^®  purpose  of  deodorizing  only  ;  and  that  the 
Gooowiv  precipitation,  which  unavoidably,  by  the  laws  of  nature, 
accompanied  such  use,  was  not  within  the  plaintiff's 
puq>ose.  The  plaintiff's  patent  was  for  obtaining  manure 
by  a  particular  process:  by  the  same  process  the  defend- 
ant did  in  &ct  obtain  the  manure ;  only  he  did  not  use 
it  because  he  did  not  want  it.  It  is  an  infringement  if 
a  party  use  a  new  part  of  a  patented  process  in  combi- 
nation with  a  different  process ;  BaviU  y.  Keyworth  (a), 
De  La  Rue  v.  Dickenson  {h).  Were  it  otherwise,  there 
could  be  no  psitent  for  a  new  watch  movement.  De  La 
Rue  V.  Dickenson  (b)  also  shews  that  the  question  of 
infringement  is  for  the  jury.  \^Crompton  J.  Can  the 
jury  be  supposed  here  to  have  found  more  than  that 
there  was  some  precipitation  in  fact  ?]  Surely  the  patent 
cannot  be  evaded  by  throwing  away  the  manure.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  Not  if  that  be  merely  colourable.] 
The  jury,  at  this  stage,  must  be  presumed  to  have  found 
that  it  was  merely  so.  The  pure  water  could  not  be 
produced  except  by  effecting  a  precipitation. 

Webster  and  Garth^  contriL  The  precipitate  has  been 
produced,  but  not  sold.  Even  exposure  to  sale  is  not 
sale ;  Minter  v.  IVtlUams  (c).  The  patent  is  not  for 
producing  a  precipitate :  that  has  been  done  whenever 
quick  lime  has  been  used.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  There 
may  be  a  patent  for  producing,  by  precipitation,  a  sale- 
able article :  but,  if  that  be  so,  there  is  no  infringement 
Erie  J.  The  intention  to  produce  a  profitable  matter  is 
of  the  essence  of  a  patent.] 

(a)  1  E.^B.  725.  (h)  7  B.  ^  B.  738. 

(c)  4  A.  ^£.251. 
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Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     There  is  no  evidence  of  in- 
fringement here. 

CoLBRiDQE  and  Erle  Js.  concurred. 
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Cbompton  J.  I  concur.  As  to  the  objection  that 
the  patent  is  void  for  want  of  novelty,  I  am  much  in- 
clined to  say  that  the  patent  may  be  supported :  here  is 
a  process  producing  a  new  result ;  that  is,  manure  in  a 
particular  form.  It  can  hardly  be  said  that  there  cannot 
be  a  patent  for  that. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  triaL 


Lewis  against  Levy. 


Friday^ 
June  4th. 


^H£  first  count  charged  that  defendant  heretofore,  to  The  rule, 

wit  on  26th  June  1857,   falsely  and   maliciously  licationofa 
printed  and  published  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  newspaper  ,^^  report  of 
called  The  Daily  TeUgraph,  the  words  following  (that  £S^g  pf^^ 
is  to  say):    ''Guildhall     Wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  j?^*^"^''?^ 
Mr.  Edward   Lewis'"  (meaning    the    plaintiff),    "the  ticeiiprivi- 

^  ^  *■  .  Icged,  extends 

to  proceedings 
ttking  place  publickly  before  a  magistrate  on  the  preliminary  inTestigation  of  a  criminal 
charge,  terminating  in  the  discharge,  by  the  magistrate,  of  the  party  charged. 

A  declaration  for  libel  set  out,  in  three  separate  counts,  reports  of  three  separate  days' 
proceedings,  respectively  (on  two  adjournments),  before  a  magistrate;  the  report  of  the  first 
day  stating  that  plaintiff  was  charged  with  perjury,  and  an  adjournment,  but  reserving  the 
report ;  the  report  of  the  second  day  also  stating  an  adjournment  in  language  intimating 
that  there  would  be  a  report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  day  to  which  the  adjournment  was ; 
and  the  third  stating  the  discharge  of  the  party  charged  :  and  the  jury  found  generally  that 
the  reports  were  fair  and  correct.  Uela :  that  the  reports  of  the  first  two  meetings  did 
not  lose  the  privilege  by  reason  of  the  proceedings  there  reported  not  beinff  final. 

One  of  the  reports  commenced,  **  Wilful  and  corrupt  perjury.**  Held  that,  after  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  this  must  be  taken  as  a  description  of  the  nature  of  the  charge,  not  as 
an  imputation,  by  the  publisher,  of  the  perjury  in  fact. 

One  of  the  reports  stated  that  the  evidence  before  the  magistrate  entirely  nep^atived 
the  story  of  the  plaintiff,  which  story  was  the  statement  of  the  plaintiff  in  which  the 
iropoted  perjury  was  contained.  Held,  not  to  be  privileged ;  and  a  plea,  justifving  this 
report  on  Uie  ground  that  it  was  a  fair  and  correct  report  of  the  proceedings  which  had 
taten  place,  was  held  bad  after  verdict. 


V. 

Levy. 
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1858.  man^r  of  a  loan  office  in  Fetter  Lane  called  The 
Lewis  Tradesman/  and  Mechanics^  Loan  Society^  appeared  on 
a  summons  before  Alderman  Rose^  to  answer  a  charge 
of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  him  in  this  Court  in  some  proceedings 
taken  by  Mr.  Lewis  against  Mr.  John  Edward  CoUett 
for  obtaining  the  sum  of  SOL  by  means  of  false  repre- 
sentations. Mr.  Pattisony  for  the  complainant,  applied 
for  an  adjournment,  to  compel  the  attendance  of  two 
witnesses,  one  of  whom  was  alleged  to  have  been  an 
outlaw;  which,  it  was  stated,  incapacitated  him  from 
giving  evidence.  Mr.  Giffardy  for  the  defendant,  opposed 
the  adjournment,  unless  it  was  shewn  there  was  reason- 
able expectation  of  procuring  the  attendance  of  the 
witnesses.  After  some  further  discussion,  the  witnesses 
were  ordered  out  of  Court;  and  ultimately  examined, 
one  by  one :  after  which  the  case  was  adjourned.  But, 
as  the  publication  of  what  transpired  might  frustrate  the 
ends  of  justice,  we  reserve  our  report  until  the  next 
hearing." 

Second  count*  For  that  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit 
on  4th  July  in  the  year  aforesaid,  falsely  and  malicously 
printed  and  published  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  said  news- 
paper called  The  Daily  Telegraphy  the  words  following 
(that  is  to  say):  **  ChiildhalL  Wilful  and  corrupt  perjury. 
A  man  of  the  name  oi  Edward  Lewis^  (meaning  the 
plaintiff),  *^who  conducts  a  loan  shop  at  16  Fetter  Lane 
on  behalf  of  Maria  Foster^  his  sister,  and  styles  it  The 
Traders^  and  Mechanics^  Loan  and  Discount  Company^ 
appeared  before  Alderman  Roscy  upon  a  summons 
charging  him  with  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  by  him  in  evidence  which  he 
gave  in  this  Court,  on  the  3d  of  June  last,  in  support 
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of  a  charge  which  he  preferred  against  John  CoUett^  for  i858. 
obtaining  money  under  false  pretences.  The  case  arose  j^Kmu 
out  of  some  transactions  between  Mrs.  Bass  (who  was  j^^ 
described  as  the  divorced  wife  of  the  town  clerk  of 
Dover)  and  the  defendant ;  in  the  course  of  which  she 
represented  herself  as  a  widow,  in  a  declaration  she  made 
respecting  the  property  she  offered  as  security  for  loans 
prior  to  Auffust  last  In  that  month  she  negociated  a  loan 
through  Mr.  CoUett  with  the  defendant,  who  advanced 
the  money  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney  jointly  signed  by 
Mrs.  Bass  and  Mr.  CoUett:  and,  upon  default  being 
made  in  the  payment  by  instalments,  he  entered  up 
judgment  for  the  full  amount  of  the  loan,  and  arrested 
Mr.  Colktts  who  was  released,  a  few  days  afterwards 
(some  time  in  Marck\  upon  affidavit  being  made  by 
Mrs.  Bass  before  a  Judge  at  Chambers ;  upon  which  the 
defendant**  (meaning  the  now  plaintiff)  "  preferred  the 
charge  against  Mr.  CoUett  for  obtaining  the  sum  of  30/. 
under  fidse  pretences;  alleging  that  Mr.  CoUett  told 
him,  at  the  time  he  applied  for  the  loan,  that  Mrs.  Bass 
was  still  a  widow,  and  that  he,  Lewis^*  (meaning  the 
plaintiff),  **  never  knew  she  was  a  married  woman  until 
she  made  the  affidavit  in  March  last  which  released  Mr. 
CoUett  from  prison.  He**  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  ^also 
said  that,  if  he  had  known  she  was  a  married  woman,  he 
would  not  have  advanced  the  loan,  notwithstanding  he 
had  taken  the  precaution  to  have  the  additional  security 
of  the  warrant  of  attorney.  Evidence  was  given  by 
Mrs.  Bass  and  Mr.  Gaden,  which  entirely  negatived 
ZetruV (meaning  the  plaintiff's)  '*  story,  and  satisfied  this 
Court  that  Lewis^  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  ^'knew,  from 
a  conversation  which  took  place  in  August  last  in  the 
presence  of  Mr.  Gaden,  Mr.  King,  Mr.  CoUett^  Mrs. 
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1858.  Bass  and  the  defendant"  (meaning  the  now  plaintiff), 
Lewis  **  ^^^^  ^^  ^&s  not  a  widow :  and  the  summons  was 
j^j^y Y.  immediately  dismissed :  upon  which  an  application  was 
made  that  Lewis^  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  **  should  be 
forthwith  committed  for  peijury.  The  magistrate  de- 
clined taking  such  a  summary  course,  and  therefore 
granted  a  summons  calling  upon  the  defendant"  (mean- 
ing the  now  plaintiff )  <^to  answer  that  charge.  And, 
on  the  25th  day  of  June  last,  the  evidence  was  gone 
into,  which  was  merely  a  repetition  of  that  given  for 
the  defence  of  Mr.  Collett ;  and  the  case  was  then 
adjourned  until  to  day ;  when  Mr.  Sleiffh  appeared  for 
the  prosecution,  and  Mr.  Giffard  for  the  defendant. 
Mr.  Sleigh  said  Crown  Office  subpoenas  had  been 
obtained  to  compel  the  attendance  of  Mr.  King  and 
Mr.  Gaden;  but  they  could  not  be  served;  and  he 
therefore  proposed  to  call  another  witness  and  recall 
Mrs.  Bassy  to  depose  to  another  conversation  which  took 
place  with  the  defendant"  (meaning  the  now  plaintiff) 
**  at  his  office,  and  in  which  he"  (meaning  the  plaintiff) 
^'was  informed  that  she  was  a  married  woman.  Mrs. 
Bass  was  then  called,  and  said,  in  August  or  September 
last,  she  could  not  remember  the  exact  day,  she  went  to 
the  defendant's"  (meaning  the  now  plaintiff's)  '*  office, 
with  an  occasional  servant,  of  the  name  of  Griggs^  and 
in  his  hearing,  amongst  other  matters,  told  the  defendant" 
(meaning  the  now  plaintiff)  ^'that  he"  (meaning  the 
plaintiff)  **  need  have  no  apprehension  about  her  security, 
as  nothing  could  touch  her  furniture  but  rent  and  taxes, 
and  Lewis's**  (meaning  the  plaintiff's )  ^*  bill  of  sale,  as 
she  was  a  married  woman.  Richard  Griggs  said  he 
accompanied -the  last  witness  to  Z^ti^tff's"  (meaning  the 
plaintiff's)  **  office,  which  consisted  of  a  large  room  with 
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part  of  it  partitiotied  off  for  a  private  office.  Mrs.  Bass  i858, 
went  in  there ;  and  he  remained  outside ;  but  the  par-  xjewis 
tition  was  very  thin;  and  the  door  was  open.  After  levt. 
Mrs.  Bass  had  been  there  some  time,  she  said  to  Lewis" 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  **  that  he  was  running  no  risk,  as 
nothing  could  touch  her  furniture  but  rent  and  taxes, 
she  being  a  married  woman.  Mr.  Sleigh^  upon  this 
evidence,  applied  for  a  remand,  to  enable  him  to  obtain 
the  evidence  of  King  and  Gaden,  Mr.  Giffard  opposed 
the  application,  on  the  ground  of  the  expence  to  the 
defendant"  (meaning  the  now  plaintiff).  '* Alderman 
Rase  said  there  was  sufficient  in  the  evidence  for  a 
remand,  but  not  to  justify  him  in  committing  the 
defendant"  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  '^  for  trial  in  the 
present  incomplete  state  of  the  case.  The  defendant" 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  '*  was  then  remanded  on  bail." 

Third  count.  That  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit  on 
18th  July  in  the  year  aforesaid,  falsely  and  maliciously 
printed  and  published  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  said 
newspaper,  the  words  following,  (that  is  to  say) :  ^*  The 
Fetter  Lane  Loan  Office,  Edward  Lewis"  (meaning  the 
plaintiff),  *^  the  manager  of  Maria  Foster's  loan  shop  at 
16  Fetter  Lane,  known  as  The  Traders*  and  Mechanics* 
General  Loan  and  Discount  Company,  appeared,  in  dis- 
charge of  his  recognizance,  to  answer  a  charge  of  perjury, 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  evidence  which  he 
gave  in  this  Court  on  the  3d  otJune  last.  The  magis- 
trate dismissed  the  summons,  there  not  being  sufficient 
evidence  to  secure  a  conviction.  Meaning  and  in- 
sinuating that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  wilful  and 
corrupt  perjury.  By  means  of  which  premises"  &c. 
(Special  damage). 

Pleas.     1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  That,  before  the  printing  and  publishing  by  the 
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1S58.  defendant  of  the  said  alleged  libels  in  the  declaration 
Lewib  mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  the  plaintiff  was 
LiYT.  summoned  and  appeared  before  a  public  Court  of  justice, 
to  wit  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  then  sitting  and 
holding  a  public  Court,  to  wit  at  the  GuUdhaU  of  the 
city  of  London^  upon  a  certain  charge  of  having  unlaw- 
fully and  wilfully  committed  wilful  and  corrupt  peijury : 
and  thereupon,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  charge  by 
and  before  the  said  justice,  certain  proceedings  were  had 
in  the  said  public  Court ;  and  the  further  hearing  of  the 
said  charge  was  then  adjourned  to  a  future  day;  and 
the  hearing  of  the  said  charge  was,  by  the  said  justice, 
afterwards  from  time  to  time  further  adjourned;  and 
the  said  charge  came  on  to  be  heard  by  and  before  the 
said  justice  in  the  said  public  Court  at  the  said  several 
adjournments,  respectively;  and  certain  proceedings 
were  thereupon  had,  upon  the  said  several  hearings, 
respectively,  by  and  before  the  said  justice  in  the  said 
public  Court;  he  the  said  justice  having  lawful  and 
competent  power  and  authority  to  inquire  into  the  said 
charge.  That  the  said  alleged  libels,  in  the  said  decla- 
ration mentioned,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  were 
and  are  true,  fiiir,  just,  accurate  and  correct  accounts 
and  reports  of  the  said  proceedings  so  had  before  such 
justice  in  the  said  public  Court  as  aforesaid,  and  were 
made  bona  fide  and  without  mahce. 
Issue  on  both  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  at  the  Mid- 
dlesex  Sittings  afler  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  publica- 
tion of  the  matter  set  out  in  the  three  counts  of  the 
declaration  was  admitted :  and,  his  Lordship  having 
held  that  it  was  for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the 
accounts  of  the  proceedings  were  fair  and  correct,  de- 
fendant proved  the  summons  and  all  the  proceedings 


Lewis 

y. 
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before  the  magistrate.  No  special  damage  was  proved.  1868. 
The  plaintiff  did  not  require  that  there  should  be  a 
separate  finding  on  any  count,  or  on  any  particular  part 
of  any  count,  or  that  damages  should  be  assessed  on  the 
issue  upon  the  first  plea,  but  insisted  that,  on  the  com- 
parison of  the  facts  proved  with  the  publications,  it 
appeared  that  the  accounts  were  not  fair.  His  Lordship 
left  to  the  jury  whether  the  reports  were  impartial  and 
correct :  and  the  jury  found  generally  for  the  defendant. 
A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant  on  both  issues : 
and  leave  was  reserved  to  plaintiff  to  move  as  after 
mentioned. 

O^Malley,  in  last  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  judgment  should 
not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second  plea,  not- 
withstanding the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on  that 
plea;  and  why  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on 
the  first  issue  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  that  issue  instead  thereof: 
**  on  the  ground  that  the  second  plea  is  no  answer  to  this 
action ;  and  that  therefore  the  verdict  on  the  first  issue, 
which  was  entered  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground 
that  the  matters  stated  in  the  second  plea  were  a  defence 
on  the  general  issue,  was  erroneously  entered.'* 

In  last  Easter  Term  (a), 

Edtcin  James  and  Ballantine  Seijt.  shewed  cause. 
The  facts  stated  in  the  second  plea  shew  a  good  defence, 
both  on  that  plea  and  on  the  issue  of  Not  giiiltyr  In 
Curry  v.  Walter  (b)  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held 

(a)  Apnl  28th  and  May  5th,  1858.  Before  Lord  Campben  C.  J.,  Erfe 
and  Crompton  Ji.  Wightman  J.  was  present  daring  the  latter  part  of  the 
argument  on  the  second  day. 

(6)  \  B,if  P.  bV>. 


Levy, 
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1858.  ^^^U  in  an  action  for  libel,  it  was  a  good  defence,  under 
£^^^^^  the  plea  of  Not  guilty,  that  the  alleged  libel  was  a  true 
account  of  what  had  passed  upon  a  motion  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  for  an  information  against  two  magis- 
trates, for  corruption  in  refusing  to  licence  an  inn ;  the 
motion  having  been  refused  for  want  of  notice  to  the 
magistrates.  That  is  a  conclusive  authority  for  the  de- 
fendant here,  unless  it  has  been  overruled  or  can  be 
distinguished.  Probably  no  distinction  will  be  attempted 
on  the  ground  that  the  Court  in  that  case  was  one  of 
higher  authority  than  the  Court  in  which  a  magistrate 
sits  to  hear  a  preliminary  investigation.  It  will  be  said 
that  the  proceeding  was  here  ex  parte.  In  Rexy.Lee(a) 
the  defendants  in  a  prosecution  for  libel  offered  evidence 
that  the  alleged  libel  consisted  of  the  depositions  taken 
before  a  magistrate  upon  his  committing  a  party  for  trial 
on  a  charge  of  murder :  Heath  J.  held  the  evidence  in- 
admissible :  saying  that,  **  putting  the  criminality  of  such 
proceeding  out  of  the  question,  the  evidence  offered 
was  ex  parte ;  it  was  the  deposition  made  by  the  prose- 
cutor only.  But  he  was  of  opinion,  that  the  mere 
publication  of  ex  parte  evidence  before  a  trial  was  of 
itself  highly  criminaL**  Here  the  proceeding  before  the 
magistrate  was  final,  the  plaintiff  having  been  discharged. 
Bex  V.  Fket  {b)  may,  at  first  sight,  appear  inconsistent 
with  Curry  v.  Walter  (c).  There  a  criminal  information 
was  granted  for  publishing  the  evidence  taken  before  a 
coroner's  inquest  which  terminated  in  a  verdict  of  wil- 
ful murder.  But  in  that  case  the  publication  was 
accompanied  by  comments.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The 
moment  comments  are  made,  the  immunity  is  gone.] 

{a)  5  Eip.  123.  (6)  I  B.  ^  Aid,  379. 

(c)  \  B,^  P,  625. 


V. 

Levy. 
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It  18,  however,  true  that  Bayky  J.,  in  that  case,  appears  i858. 
to  rest  his  judgment,  not  merely  on  the  fact  of  the  \xsfu 
comment,  but  also  on  the  illegality  of  the  publication 
of  the  evidence.  Duncan  v.  Thwaites{a)  may  also  be 
cited  as  inconsistent  with  Curry  v.  Walter  {h).  There 
a  plea  was  held  bad  on  demurrer  which  averred  that 
the  alleged  libel  contained  only  a  true,  fair  and  just 
report  and  account  of  proceedings  which  had  taken 
place  before  a  magistrate  at  Bow  Street.  The  proceed- 
ings before  the  magistrate,  in  that  case,  terminated  in 
the  party  charged  being  held  to  bail  and  the  witnesses 
bound  over  to  prosecute.  Here  the  party  was  finally 
discharged.  The  publication,  from  time  to  time,  of 
imperfect  proceedings  stands  of  course  on  a  different 
footing ;  that  was  the  case  in  Rex  v.  Clement  (c).  So 
does  the  publication  of  what  takes  place  before  a  magb- 
trate,  not  in  the  course  of  regular  judicial  investigation, 
but  upon  some  party  applying  to  the  magistrate  for 
advice:  what  there  takes  place  is  coram  non  judice. 
In  the  late  case  of  Davison  v.  Duncan  {d)  the  general 
principle  is  thus  set  forth  by  Lord  Campbell:  "A  fair 
account  of  what  takes  place  in  a  Court  of  justice  is 
privileged.  The  reason  is,  that  the  balance  of  public 
benefit  from  the  publicity  is  great.  It  is  of  great  con- 
sequence that  the  public  should  know  what  takes  place 
in  Court;  and  the  proceedings  are  under  the  controul 
of  the  Judges.  The  inconvenience  therefore  arising 
from  the  chance  of  the  injury  to  private  character  is 
infinitesimally  small  as  compared  to  the  convenience  of 
publicity.''    A  distinction  has  sometimes  been  suggested 

(a)  3  B.  4-  C.  556.  (b)  I  B.  Sf  P.  525. 

(c)  4  ^.  ^  j4ld.  218.    See  7«  the  matter  of  W,  /.  Clement,  1 1  Price,  68. 
(</)  7  E.Sf  ^.229.231. 

E.  D.    &   £.  2    N 
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1858.       between  proceedings   in  a  Superior  Court  and  those 
Lewib       before  a  magistrate,  on  the  ground  that  the  latter  may, 
LrvT.        ^^  ^^  thinks  fit,  lawfully  conduct   the  proceedings  in 
private  (a).     But  that,  at  any  rate,  appears  to  be  inap- 
plicable where  the  proceedings  are  in  fact  public,  as  in 
the  present  case.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     The  Superior 
Courts  of  common  law  have  also  the  power  of  exclu- 
ding the  general  public  in  certain  cases:    and  it  is 
occasionally  exercised  by  Courts  of  equity.]     If  there 
be  no  distinction  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  Courts, 
there  can  be  none  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
ceeding :  the  proceeding  here  was  final,  as  in  Curry  v. 
Walter  (&),  which  has  not  been  overruled ;  and  in  that  case, 
as  here,  the  proceedings  were  ex  parte.     It  may  be  urged 
that  here,  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry,  something  arose 
injurious  to  the  character  of  the  party.     That,  however, 
is  no  more  than  must  often  inevitably  occur  in  legal 
proceedings.     It  is  true  that  there  is  here  an  innuendo, 
suggesting  that  the  defendant  meant  to  impute  wilful 
perjury  to  the  plaintifi;     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     You 
may  consider  that  as  n^atived  by  the  verdict] 

PeUrtdarffSei^Li  H.  Mills  and  Laxton,  contriL  First, 
the  rule  may  be  made  absolute  on  grounds  not  requiring 
the  decision  of  the  general  question.  The  heading  of 
the  article,  '^  Wilful  and  corrupt  peijury,"  gives  the 
character  of  libel  to  the  publication.  [Lord  Campbell 
C.  J.  That  may  be  no  more  than  a  statement  of  the 
nature  of  the  charge.  If  you  can  shew  that  the  publi- 
cation is  necessarily,  by  law,  a  libel,  you  succeed :  but, 
if  you  shew  only  that  it  may  be  a  libel,  the  verdict 
shews  that  it  is  not.]     In  Lewis  v.  Clement  (c)  the  de- 

(a)  See  the  jadgment  in  Duncan  v.  ThwaiUi,  3  B.  ^  C,  583. 
(/')  I  B,^  P,  525.  (c)  3  ^.  ^  Aid.  702. 
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claration  set  forth  an  alleged  libel,  commencing,  i858. 
'*  Insolvent  Debtors  Court— Shameful  conduct  of  an  i^^u 
attorney,"  and  then  professing  to  give  an  account  of  a  ^^^^ 
proceeding  in  that  Court  The  plea  stated  that  the 
Court  was  a  public  Court  of  the  King,  and  that  the 
alleged  libel  contained  a  faithful  and  true  account  of 
the  several  proceedings  there  had.  This  plea  was  held 
bad  on  motion  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  on 
the  ground  that  the  defendant,  by  the  prefatory  words, 
had  taken  upon  himself  so  to  characterize  the  conduct 
of  the  plaintiff.  [Erie  J.  Would  you  object  to  a  heading 
"chaiTge  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury"?]  The  present 
heading  asserts  a  well  founded  charge.  Next,  the  pub- 
lication in  the  first  count  is  indefensible  upon  any 
view :  it  contains  merely  an  account  of  a  preliminary 
investigation,  concluding  with  an  adjournment  In  the 
second  count,  the  proceedings  are  described  as  ending  in 
a  remand  on  bail ;  and  it  is  stated,  as  the  opinion  of  the 
publisher,  that  the  evidence  entirely  negatived  the  plain- 
tiff's story.  In  the  third,  it  is  stated  that  the  summons  was 
dismissed,  there  not  being  sufficient  evidence  to  secure 
a  conviction :  the  evidence  not  being  set  out,  but  only 
the  publisher's  view  of  the  result.  Eyre  C.  J.,  on  the 
trial  of  Curry  v.  Walter  (a),  said  "  that  he  would  hold 
the  defendant  to  very  strict  proof,  that  the  report,  aa 
published,  contained  precisely  the  substance  of  that 
delivered  in  Court"  And  in  Lewis  v.  Walter  {b)  Abbott 
C.  J.  said :  *^  If  a  party  is  to  be  allowed  to  publish  what 
passes  in  a  Court  of  justice,  he  must  publish  the  whole 
ca^e,  and  not  merely  state  the  conclusion  which  he 
himself  draws  from  the  evidence."    As  to  the  general 

{a)  1  E»p.  456.  (6)  A  B.  ^  Aid.  605.  612. 

2  N  2 
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1858.  question:  the  rule  allowing  the  publication  of  what 
Lewis  passes  in  a  Court  of  justice  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of 
Levy.  *  proceeding  before  magistrates.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
There  may  be  a  distinction  between  preliminary  and 
final  proceedings:  but  I  do  not  understand  how  there 
can  be  one  between  different  tribunals.]  In  the  Supe- 
rior Courts  it  is  supposed  that  the  public  is  present: 
and  this  is  the  foundation  of  the  rule.  At  any  rate 
the  principle  of  disallowing  ex  parte  proceedings  will 
be  found  universally  laid  down ;  1  Starkie's  Treatise  on 
the  Law  of  Slander  and  Libel  §-c.  265  (2d  ed.);  HoWs 
Law  of  Libel,  161 ;  Cooke's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Dtfa- 
mation,  48  ;  BorthuncKs  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Libel  and 

m 

Slander,  as  applied  in  Scotland,  209 ;  Roscoes  Evidence 
at  Nisi  Priusy  543  (9th  ed.).  But,  further,  the  privilege 
does  not  extend  to  the  publication  of  proceedings  of  which 
the  object  is  merely  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  party  is 
to  be  charged.  That  distinction  was  pointed  out  in  Cox  v. 
Coleridge  (a)y  where  it  was  decided  that  a  party  charged 
on  a  preliminary  investigation  before  a  magistrate  was 
not  entitled,  as  of  right,  to  use  the  assistance  of  a  pro- 
fessional advocate ;  and  Rex  v.  Borron  {b)  is  to  the  same 
effect  But  that  right  is  given,  in  cases  of  summary  con- 
viction, by  Stat.  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c,  114.  s.  2.  [Lord  Campbell 
C.  J.  I  hold  that  enactment  to  be  merely  declaratory 
of  the  common  law.]  That  seems  to  follow  from  Daub^ 
ney  v.  Cooper  (c).  The  same  distinction  is  pointed  out  in 
Bum's  Justice,  vol.  1.  p.  979  (29th  ed.),  Conviction,  IIL; 
ib.  vol  3.  p.  1012,  Justices  of  the  Peace,  VIL  4.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  advert  to  a 
distinction  so  obvious.]  Again,  as  to  ex  parte  proceed- 
ings, in  Hoare  v.  Silverlock  (d),  where  it  was  holden  to 

(a)  \  B.^C,  37.  (6)  2  B,  ^  AUL  432. 

(c)  10  ^.  $•  C.  237.  {d)  9  Com.  B,  20. 
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be  a  good  defence  that  the  alleged  libel  consisted  of  a  i858. 
fair  and  impartial  report  of  a  trial  in  a  Court  of  justice,  Lewis 
Mauk  J.  limited  the  privilege  to  ^^  a  fair  account  of  ^^ 
proceedings  in  a  Court  of  justice,  not  being  ex  parte, 
but  in  the  hearing  of  both  sides."  That  the  publication 
of  proceedings  at  a  preliminary  investigation  termina- 
ting with  the  holding  of  the  accused  party  to  bail  is  not 
privileged  was  held  in  Bex  v.  Fisher  (a).  The  same 
principle  was  upheld  in  Regina  v.  Fleet {b)  and  McGregor 
V.  Thtcaites  (c).  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  In  that  last 
case  the  magistrate  was  not  exercising  any  jurisdiction :  it 
was  an  instance  of  the  scandalous  practice  then  prevailing 
of  professing  to  consult  a  magistrate  in  order  to  give  noto- 
riety to  the  statement  made  before  him.]  In  Charlton 
V.  Watton  (d)  Patteson  J.  held  that  the  publication  of 
what  passed  before  the  Municipal  Corporation  Commis- 
sioners was  not  privileged.  In  Davison  v.  Duncan  {e\ 
where  it  was  attempted  to  extend  the  privilege  to  the 
proceedings  at  a  public  meeting,  Coleridge  J.  asserted 
the  qualification  laid  down  by  Maule  J.  The  second 
plea  here  is  bad :  it  alleges  that  the  summons  and  ap- 
pearance were  before  "a  public  Court  of  justice;" 
whereas  it  appears  by  the  plea  it^If  that  there  was  only 
a  preliminary  inquiry  before  a  magistrate,  who  had  the 
right  to  exclude  the  public,  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c,  42. 
s,  19.,  which  indeed  is  in  accordance  with  the  previous 
decisions  in  Rex  v.  Borron  {g)y  Cox  v.  Coleridge  (A),  Bex 
v.  Lee  (i),  Bex  v.  Fisher  (a)  and  Duncan  v.  Thwaites  (A). 

(a)  2  Campb,  563.  (6)  I  B,  ^  Aid.  379. 

(c)  S  B.^  C.  24.  <d)  6  C.  $•  P.  385. 

(e)  7  E,^  B.  229.  G')  3  ^.  ^  Aid,  432. 

(A)  I  B.tfC.  37.  (•>  5  Eip.  123. 

(k)  3  B,^  a  566. 
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1858.        ^^  almost  extent  to  which  the  privilege  can  be  apheU 
Lswiii        ^  where  the  proceeding  is  in  a  public  Court,  and  finaL 
▼•  Even  as  to  Curry  ▼.  Walter  (a)  it  is  evident  that  Lord 

EUenbarough^  in  Rex  v.  Creevey  (6),  thought  the  decisioD, 
or  at  any  rate  the  language  there  used,  too  strong :  yet 
there  the  proceeding  was  in  this  Court,  and  6na],  and 
terminated  in  the  dismissal  of  the  application  against 
the  party  charged.  The  language  of  Abbott  C.  J.,  abo^ 
in  McGregor  v.  Thwaites  (c),  mast  be  consdered  some- 
what to  qualify  Curry  t.  Walter  (a).  The  principle  of 
the  pririlege  is  that  the  publication  only  in  effect  ex- 
tends the  area  of  the  Court;  and,  where  the  public  has 
a  right  to  be  present  in  the  Court  personally,  it  is  lawful 
to  publish  to  the  public  what  takes  place  there.  But 
that  ceases  to  apply  where  the  Court  is  not  public  In 
SmUh  V.  Scott  {d)f  where  Coleridge  J.  applied  the  doc- 
trine of  privilege  to  a  proceeding  at  a  Judge's  Chambers, 
the  Judge  was  acting  judicially  on  the  question  of  dis- 
charging a  bankrupt. 

Cur.  adv.  vuk. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  ^ 

The  declaration  in  this  case  contains  three  counts  for 
three  alleged  libels  on  the  plaintiff,  published  in  a  news- 
paper called  27te  Daily  Telegraphy  on  the  26th  of  June^ 
1857,  and  on  the  4th  of  July  and  on  the  I8th  of  July 
following.  Each  alleged  libel  professed  to  give  a  report 
of  what  had  taken  place  in  a  proceeding  before  a  magis- 
trate upon  a  charge  of  perjury  against  the  plaintiff, 
which  was  preferred  on  the  25th  of  Juney  and,  after  an 

(a)  \  B.^  p.  626.  (b)  1  Af.  $•  5.  273.  279. 

(c)  3B,^  a  31.  (rf)  2  C.  .5-  K,  680. 
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adjournment  to  the  3d  of  July^  was  finally  dismissed  on        1858. 
the  17  th  of  July.  lswis 

The  defendant  pleaded :  First,  Not  guilty ;  and,  Se-  ^^^^ 
condly,  a  special  justification,  that  the  alleged  libels 
were  and  are  true,  fair,  just,  accurate  and  correct  ac- 
counts and  reports  of  certain  proceedings  had  before  a 
justice  of  peace  in  a  public  Court  of  justice  on  a  charge 
of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  against  the  plaintiff,  which 
was  dismissed. 

At  the  trial,  the  question  made  between  the  parties 
was,  Whether  the  reports  of  these  proceedings  which 
appeared  in  the  defendant's  journal  were  fair  and  correct 
reports.  The  publication  of  the  alleged  libels  being 
admitted,  the  defendant's  counsel  contended  that  it  lay 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  falsify  them ;  but  the  Judge  held 
that  the  onus  was  cast  upon  the  defendant  to  prove  that 
they  were  fair  and  correct  The  defendant  then  gave 
in  evidence  the  summons  and  all  the  proceedings  before 
the  magistrate  upon  the  charge  referred  to,  with  all  the 
depositions,  and  the  adjournments  by  the  magistrate, 
and  his  final  adjudication  dismissing  the  charge  for 
want  of  sufficient  evidence.  There  was  no  request  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  jury  should  find  sepa- 
rately on  any  of  the  counts,  or  on  any  particular  part  of 
either  count,  or  that  they  should  assess  damages  on  the 
plea  of  Not  guilty.  The  plaintiff's  counsel,  in  his  reply, 
complained  chiefly  of  the  suppression  of  some  parts  of 
the  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses,  which,  he  con- 
tended, were  favourable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  question 
as  to  whether  the  report  was  impartial  and  correct  was 
left  to  the  jury,  with  the  observation  that  partiality  and 
inaccuracy  might  be  made  out  by  suppression  as  well  as 
by  insertion.   The  jury  retired,  carrying  along  with  them 
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I808.        the  three  newspapers  containing  the  alleged  libek,  and 

Lkwis        ®''  ^^^  depositions  as  taken  down  by  the  magistrate's 

Lj^y         clerk :  and,  on  their  return,  they  found  generally  for 

the  defendant.    The  verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for 

the  defendant  on  both  picas. 

A  few  days  after,  an  application  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  was  made,  and  granted,  that  execution  might 
be  stayed,  on  the  authority  of  Duncan  v.  ITiwintes  (a), 
in  which  it  had  been  held  that  the  privilege  accorded 
to  reports  of  proceedings  in  Courts  of  justice  does  not 
extend  to  preliminary  examinations  before  a  magbtrate 
on  a  charge  of  an  indictable  offence.  And  in  the  fol- 
lowing Term  a  rule  was  granted  to  shew  cause  why 
judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
second  plea,  notwithstanding  the  verdict  found  for  the 
defendant  on  that  plea,  and  why  the  verdict  found  for 
the  defendant  on  the  first  issue  should  not  be  set  aside 
and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  that  issue 
instead  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  the  second  plea  is 
no  answer  to  this  action,  and  that  therefore  the  verdict 
on  the  first  issue,  which  was  entered  for  the  defendant 
on  the  ground  of  the  matters  stated  in  the  second  plea 
being  a  defence  on  the  general  issue,  was  erroneously 
entered. 

There  seems  strong  reason  for  contending  that  the 
special  plea  is  insufiicient  after  verdict,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  and  there  are 
matters  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  which 
cannot  be  considered  as  a  report  of  what  took  place 
before  the  magistrate  on  the  occasion  referred  to.  But, 
if  wc  were  to  give  judgment  depriving  the  defendant  of 

(«)  3  B.^  C,  656. 
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any  benefit  from  this  special  plea,  we  can  by  no  means  1858. 
order  that  the  verdict  found  for  the  ^defendant  on  the  Lg^jg 
first  issue  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  lkvt. 
the  plaintifi*  on  that  issue  instead  thereof. 

It  is  a  good  defence  to  an  action  for  a  libel,  that  it 
consists  of  a  fair  and  impartial  (though  not  verbatim) 
report  of  a  trial  in  a  court  of  justice;  and  such  defence 
is  admissible  under  Not  guilty,  which  puts  in  issue  as  . 
well  the  lawfulness  of  the  occasion  of  the  publication  as 
the  tendency  of  the  alleged  libel ;  Hoare  v.  Siherlock  (a). 
As  far  as  the  first  and  third  count  of  the  declaration  are 
concerned,  we  cannot  adjudge  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  and  to  damages;  for,  according  to 
what  the  Court  decided  on  the  validity  of  the  sixth  plea 
in  Duncan  v.  Thwaites  (&),  there  is  strong  ground  for 
contending  that  at  all  events  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  a  verdict  on  those  counts.  They  contain  no  detail 
of  the  evidence,  nor  any  comment  upon  the  case,  but 
**  nakedly"  state  '^the  result  of  what  the  justice  thought 
fit  to  do."  .The  second  count  is  much  more  objectionable ; 
for  it  begins  with  professing  to  give  an  account  of  a 
former  proceeding  before  the  magistrate,  in  which  the 
plaintiff  was  prosecutor,  and  out  of  which  the  charge  of 
perjury  against  the  plaintiff  arose ;  and  in  this  account 
the  reporter  takes  upon  himself  to  aver  that  the  evidence 
adduced  against  the  plaintiff  entirely  negatived  his  story. 
Such  conclusions  are  wholly  unjustifiable.  And,  where 
the  report  of  law  proceedings  has  mixed  up  with  it 
commentaries  reflecting  upon  any  of  the  parties  whose 
names  appear  in  it,  it  entirely  loses  the  privilege  which 
it  might  otherwise  claim.    Nevertheless,  after  the  course 

(a)  9  Com.  B,  20.  (6)  Z  B.  ^  C.  680. 
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1868.  which  was  pursued  at  the  trial  of  this  cause^  and  after 
L^^jg  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  we  think  that  we  ought  not  to 
Lett  ^^  more  for  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  this  count  than 
to  allow  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  him  upon  it  on  the 
plea  of  Not  guilty,  unless  we  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  remainder  of  this  count,  which  gives  a  detailed 
report  of  what  took  place  before  the  magistrate  upon  the 
chaige  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  3d  of  July^  although 
unaccompanied  by  the  introductory  statement,  and 
although  impartial  and  correct,  could  not  in  point  of 
law  be  justified. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  the  privilege 
of  reporting  legal  proceedings  must  be  confined  to  the 
superior  courts  of  law  and  equity.  But  on  such  a  ques- 
tion the  dignity  of  the  court  cannot  be  regarded ;  and 
we  must  look  only  to  the  nature  of  the  alleged  judicial 
proceeding  which  is  reported.  For  this  purpose,  no 
distinction  can  be  made  between  a  court  of  pie  poudre 
and  the  House  of  Lords  sitting  as  a  court  of  justice. 
As  to  magistrates,  if,  while  occupying  the  bench  from 
which  magisterial  business  is  usually  administered,  they, 
under  pretence  of  giving  advice,  publickly  hear  slan- 
derous complaints  over  which  they  have  no  jurisdiction, 
although  their  names  may  be  in  the  commission  of  the 
peace,  reports  of  what  passes  before  them  are  as  little 
privileged  as  if  they  were  illiterate  mechanics  assembled 
in  an  ale  house.  Hence  the  well  decided  case  of 
McGregor  v.  Thtoaites  (a).  When  magistrates  are  duly 
acting  within  their  jurisdiction,  questions  of  great  im- 
portance and  difficulty  arise  as  to  the  publication  of  the 
proceedings  before  them.     It  was  contended  at  the  bar 

(tt)  Z  B,^  C,  556. 
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that  in  no  case  have  the  reports  of  proceedings  before  1858. 
magistrates  any  privilege.  To  this  general  proposition  j^^^ 
we  can  by  no  means  assent.  Proceedings  before  magis- 
trates under  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  43.,  with  respect  to 
summary  convictions  and  orders,  in  which,  after  both 
parties  are  heard,  a  final  judgment  is  given,  subject  to 
appeal,  are,  we  think,  strictly  of  a  judicial  nature :  the 
place  in  which  such  proceedings  are  held  is  an  open 
Court  (a);  the  defendant,  as  well  as  the  prosecutor,  has  a 
right  to  the  assistance  of  an  attorney  and  counsel,  and 
to  call  what  witnesses  he  pleases;  and,  both  parties 
having  been  heard,  the  trial  and  the  judgment  may  law- 
fully be  made  the  subject  of  a  printed  report,  if  that 
report  be  impartial  and  correct. 

But  the  proceedings  which  we  have  to  consider  in 
the  present  case  were  before  a  magistrate  acting  under 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c,  42.,  **  with  respect  to  persons 
charged  with  indictable  offences."  By  a  summons,  a 
chaige  was  brought  before  an  alderman  of  London  at 
Guildhall  against  the  now  plaintiff  for  wilful  and  corrupt 
perjury ;  and  an  application  was  made  that  he  might  be 
committed  to  prison  or  give  bail  to  take  his  trial  for  this 
offence.  After  several  adjournments,  and  examining  all 
the  witnesses  brought  before  him,  the  magistrate  dis* 
missed  the  summons.  In  three  different  numbers  of 
the  defendant's  newspaper  there  were  reports  of  these 
proceedings ;  all  which  reports,  after  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  we  must  suppose  to  have  been  impartial  and  correct, 
and  published  without  malice. 

With  respect  to  the  alleged  libels  in  the  first  and  third 
counts  (as  we  have  already  observed)  the  defence  seems 
to  be  sufficient. 

(a)   See  sect.  12. 


V. 

Levy. 
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1353^  The  great  doubt  seems  to  be  as  to  the  report  of  the 

Lewis  proceedings  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  count  of 
the  declaration,  which  gives  a  true  account  of  what  had 
been  done  on  the  3d  of  July,  and  sets  out  evidence 
injurious  to  the  plaintiff^  the  charge  against  him  being 
still  pending.  *' 

The  decision  of  this  Court  on  the  second  plea  in 
Duncan  v.  Tlitcaites  (a)  is  said  to  have  determined 
the  general  doctrine  that  a  correct  report  of  the  pro- 
ceedings which  took  place  in  the  course  of  a  preliminary 
inquiry  before  a  magistrate  upon  a  charge  of  an  indict- 
able offence  cannot  be  justified.  But  we  must  recollect 
that  there  the  alleged  libel  contained  a  highly  coloured 
statement ^of  the  reporter^  evidently  insinuating  the  guilt 
of  the  accused  in  having  indecently  assaulted  a  female 
child  of  thirteen  years  old,  and  attempted  to  violate  her 
person.  "  The  evidence  of  the  child  herself,"  "  and  her 
companion"  ^*  of  the  same  age,  displayed  such  a  compli- 
cation of  disgusting  indecencies  that  we  cannot  detail 
it**  The  second  plea  averred,  generally,  that  the  evi- 
dence of  the  child  herself,  and  her  companion  of  the 
same  age,  did  upon  that  occasion  display  a  complication 
of  disgusting  indecencies,  and  that  the  alleged  libels 
contained  no  other  than  a  fair  and  just  report  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  magistrate.  Great  stress  was 
likewise  laid  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  upon  the  fact  that  there  ^^the 
proceeding  in  question  terminated  in  the  first  in- 
stance by  holding  the  accused"  "  to  bail  to  take  his 
trial  before  a  jury.  Such  a  trial  therefore  might  be 
expected  at  the  time  of  each  of  the  publications."  In 
the  present  case,  the  examinations  terminated  in  the 

(a)  3  ^.  $-  C.  556. 
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dismissal  or  the  summons;   no  other  proceeding  took        1858. 
place  against  the  plaintiff;   he  did  not  commence  his        Lewis 
action  till  after  the  summons  had  been  dismissed ;  and,        Leyt. 
although  he  alleges  special  damage  by  a  pecuniary  loss 
in  his  business,  none  was  proved. 

We  are  not  prepared  to  lay  down  for  law  that  the 
publication  of  preliminary  inquiries  before  magistrates 
is  universally  lawful:  but  we  are  not  prepared  to  lay 
down  for  law  that  the  publication  of  such  inquiries  is 
universally  unlawful.  Although  there  are  numerous 
obiter  dicta,  there  is  no  decision  to  this  effect.  In  the 
cases  relied  upon  to  establish  the  general  doctrine,  it 
will  be  seen  that  there  were  vituperative  comments 
accompanying  the  statement  of  the  evidence,  or  some 
aggravation  attending  the  publication  of  the  report,  or 
some  peril  which  was  likely  to  be  caused  to  the  person 
complaining  of  it.  Here  we  have  a  preliminary  inquiry 
before  a  magistrate,  which  turned  out  to  be  unfounded, 
and  was  dismissed.  If  the  whole  inquiry  had  taken 
place  before  a  magistrate  during  one  hearing,  would  an 
impartial  and  correct  report  of  the  proceeding  published 
in  a  newspaper  next  morning  have  been  actionable? 
We  think  not.  In  Curry  v.  Walter  (a)  it  was  decided, 
above  sixty  years  ago,  that  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained for  publishing  a  true  account  of  the  proceedings 
of  a  Court  of  justice,  however  injurious  such  publication 
may  be  to  the  character  of  an  individual,  llie  alleged 
libel  there  consisted  of  a  report  in  The  Times  newspaper 
of  an  application  by  Mr.  Erskine  in  the  Court  of  Ring*s 
Bench  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  criminal  informa- 
tion should  not  be  filed  against  magistrates  for  a  con- 
spiracy corruptly  to  refuse  a  licence  to  a  public  house. 

(fl)  1  ^.  fr  p.  525. 
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18^  The  nik  was  lefbsed,  OD  die  gfooiid  that  die  magjirtiBtes 
~  had  not  been  serred  with  notice  of  the  motion.  The 
lepoft  tnily  set  oat  the  contents  of  the  aflMavits  making 
the  cfaaige.  One  of  the  magistimtes  having  iHtK^ht  an 
action  for  the  alleged  libel,  it  was  tried  before  Eyre  C.  J. ; 
and  he  told  the  joiy  that,  though  the  matter  contained 
in  the  paper  might  be  veiy  injurioos  to  the  character  of 
the  magistrates,  yet  he  was  of  opinion  that,  beii^  a  tme 
account  oi  what  took  {Jace  in  a  Court  of  justice,  which 
is  open  to  all  the  world,  the  publication  of  it  was  not 
unlawfuL  The  verdict  was  (or  the  defendant:  and,  a 
rule  Nisi  for  a  new  trial  having  been  granted  and  fiilly 
aigued,  the  Judges  of  the  Court  oi  Common  Pleas  were 
all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained. Now  this  was  anex  parte  {xoceeding:  whereas^ 
in  the  case  which  we  have  to  consider,  the  present 
plaintiff  was  fully  heard  before  the  magistrate,  and  had 
an  opportunity  to  call  what  witnesses  he  chose  on  his 
behal£  N(h:  was  the  proceeding  more  final  there  than 
here;  for  the  application  to  the  King's  Bench  for  a 
criminal  information  might  have  been  renewed  on  an 
affidavit  of  notice  given  to  the  magistrates;  and  an 
indictment  for  the  conspiracy  might  have  been  found 
'^  by  a  grand  jury.  The  difference  to  be  relied  upon 
must  therefore  be  the  difference  of  the  tribunals.  But, 
although  a  magistrate  upon  any  preliminary  inquiiy 
respecting  an  indictable  offence  may,  if  he  thinks  fit, 
carry  on  the  inquiry  in  private,  and  the  publication  of 
any  such  proceedings  before  him  would  undoubtedly  be 
unlawful,  we  conceive  that,  while  he  continues  to  sit 
faribut  apertiSf  admitting  into  the  room  where  he  sits  as 
many  of  the  public  as  can  be  conveniently  accommodated, 
and  thinking  that  this  course  is  best  calculated  for  the 
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inyestigation  of  truth  and  the  satisfactory  administration        i858. 
of  justice  (as  in  most  cases  it  certainly  will  be),  we  think        Ei^^ii 
the  Court  in  which  he  sits  is  to  be  considered  a  public       Lgvy. 
Court  of  justice.     The  case  of  Curry  v.  Walter  {a)  has 
been  often  criticised,  but  never  overturned,  and  often 
acted  upon.     And  in  Rex  v.  Wright  (b)  it  received  the 
unqualified  approbation  of  that  great  Judge,  Mr.  Justice 
Lawrence^  who  observed  that,  though  the  publication  of 
such  proceedings  may  be  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  par- 
ticular individual  concerned,  yet  it  is  of  vast  importance 
to  the  public  that  the  proceedings  of  Courts  of  justice 
should  be  universally  known.     The  general  advantage 
to  the  country  in  having  these  proceedings  made  public 
more  than  counterbalances  the  inconveniences  to  the 
private  persons  whose  conduct  may  be  the  subject  of 
such  proceedings.     Therefore  we  think  that  a  fair  and 
impartial  report  of  this  proceeding  against  the  plaintiff, 
supposing  it  to  have  been  terminated  in  one  day,  would 
have  been  privileged.     And,  for  the  same  reasons,  an 
impartial  and  correct  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the 
three  different  hearings  would  have  been  privileged  if 
published  simultaneously  on  the  18th  of  July.   We  have 
therefore  only  to  consider  the  effect,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  of  there  having  been  three  publica- 
tions instead  of  one. 

Considering  that  the  three  taken  together  are  found 
by  the  jury  to  have  been  a  true  and  faithful  and  bona 
fide  report  of  the  proceedings  against  the  plaintiff  on 
this  charge  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  we  think  that 
the  second  cannot  be  selected  and  taken  separately  to 
be  a  libel.     Had   there  been  no  other  notice  of  the 

(a)  1  B,^  P,  525.  (6)  8  T.  R,  293.  298. 
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1868.  cfaai^  in  the  defendant's  journal,  it  might  well  have 
Lewis  ^^^^^^  deemed  malicious  and  actionable.  But  the  number 
Lkyt.  ^^  ^^^  JuM^  after  stating  the  adjournment,  says,  **  as 
the  publication  of  what  transpired  might  frustrate  the 
ends  of  justice,  we  reserve  our  report  until  the  next 
hearing."  From  the  number  of  4th  July  it  might  rea- 
sonably be  inferred  that  a  report  would  subsequently  be 
given  of  what  should  be  done  at  the  adjourned  meeting : 
and  the  number  of  18th  July  concludes  the  hbtory  by 
stating  that  the  magistrate  dismissed  the  summons.  We 
do  not  see  how,  on  principle,  thb  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  the  daily  report  in  a  newspaper  of  a  criminal  trial 
which  lasts  several  days  before  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  or  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  or  at  the  Assizes. 
It  has  been  adjudged  that,  if  the  due  administration  of 
justice  is  supposed  so  to  require,  the  Court  has  authority 
to  make  an  order  against  publishing  any  part  of  the  trial 
till  the  whole  is  concluded.  Nevertheless,  where  no 
such  order  has  been  made,  the  practice  has  long  existed 
of  daily  publishing,  without  any  disapprobation  from  the 
Court,  each  day's  proceedings,  til]  the  trial  is  concluded. 
And  in  several  instances  this  practice  (which  in  reality 
only  extends  the  area  of  the  Court)  has  been  found 
highly  beneficial  in  the  discovery  of  material  evidence. 
But  suppose  that  a  newspaper  had  daily  given  an  im- 
partial and  correct  report  of  the  whole  of  Fronts  trial 
for  high  treason  at  Monmouth^  which  lasted  many  days: 
could  an  action  have  been  maintained  against  the  pro- 
prietor by  selecting  one  number  containing  the  opening 
speech  of  the  attorney  general,  or  some  material  evi- 
dence against  the  prisoner?  The  law  upon  such  sub- 
jects must  bend  to  the  approved  usages  of  society,  though 
still  acting  upon  the  same  principle,  that  what  is  hurtful 
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and  indicates  malice  should  be  punished,  and  *that  what       1858. 
is  bene6cial  and  bona  fide  should  be  protected.     The       i^ewib 
decision  of  Chief  Justice  Eyre  and  his  brethren  in        levt. 
Curry  y,  Walter  {a)  rested  on  sound  legal  principles, 
and  is  now  almost  universally  approved  of.     On  the 
same  principles,  we  think  we  ought  to  hold  in  this  case 
that  no  action  can  be  maintained  for  any  part  of  the 
impartial  and  correct  and  bona  fide  report  of  this  pro- 
ceeding against  the  plaintiff  before  the  magistrate,  which 
ended  in  the  charge  being  dismissed;  although,  the 
proceeding  being  adjourned  from  day  to  day,  the  report 
appeared  in  portions  in  different  numbers  of  the  defend- 
ant's journal 

We  give  no  opinion  in  favour  of  the  general  legality 
of  publishing  reports  of  preliminary  examinations  before 
a  magistrate  where  the  party  accused  has  been  committed 
or  held  to  bail  for  an  indictable  offence ;  but  we  cannot 
join  in  the  sweeping  condemnation  of  police  reports 
which  has  been  pronounced  obiter  before  the  benefit 
arising  from  those  reports  had  been  fully  experienced. 
We  believe  that  they  often  lead  to  the  detection  and 
punishment  of  crime,  and  that  they  sometimes  assist  in 
the  vindication  of  character.  Against  the  severe  de- 
nunciation of  police  reports  by  several  eminent  Judges 
may  be  placed  the  following  opinion  of  Lord  Denman 
C.  J.,  solemnly  delivered  by  him  before  a  select  com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  year  1843,  on  the 
law  of  libel  (6).     "  I  have  no  doubt  that'*  police  reports 


(a)  \  B,^  r,  525. 

(b)  Report  from  the  Select  Committee  of  the  House  of  Lorde  appointed 
to  cnneider  the  law  of  defamation  and  libel,  and  to  report  thereon  to  the 
Houses  with  the  minutes  of  evidence  taken  before  the  Committee,  &G. 
Minutes  of  Evidence,  p.  125,  Qn.  429. 

£•    B.    &    E.  2   O 
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1868.       ''  are  extremely  usefol  for  the  detection  of  gailt  bj 
L^^jg       making  facts  notorious,  and  for  bringing  those  facts  more 
Levy         correctly  to  the  knowledge  of  all  parties  interested  in 
onravelling  the  truth.     The  public,  I  think,  are  per- 
fectly aware  that  those  proceedings  are  ex  parte,  and 
they  become  more  and  more  aware  of  it  in  proportion 
to   their  growing  intelligence;   they  know  that  such 
proceedings  are  only  in  course  of  trial,  and  they  do  not 
form  their  opinion  till  the  trial  is  had.    Perfect  publicity 
of  judicial  proceedings  is  of  the  highest  importance  in 
other  points  of  view,  but  in  its  effects  on  character  I  think 
it  desirable.     The  statement  made  in  open  Court  will 
probably  find  its  way  to  the  ears  of  all  in  whose  good 
opinion  the  party  assailed' feels  an  interest,  probably  in 
an  exaggerated  form,  and  the  imputation  may  often  rest 
on  the  wrong  person ;  both  these  evils  are  prevented  by 
ccNTect  reports." 

One  of  the  resolutions  of  this  Court  in  Duncan  v. 
Tkwaites  (a)  lays  down  the  doctrine  that  the  report  of  a 
preliminary  examination  before  a  magistrate  is  unlawful 
where  the  party  accused  has  been  committed  or  held  to 
bail  for  an  indictable  offence.  Yet,  as  jhe  actual  pendency 
of  a  prosecution  was  a  main  ingredient  in  that  decision, 
and  here  the  party  accused  was  neither  committed  nor 
held  to  bail,  but  absolved  by  the  magistrate,  we  think 
that  we  are  at  liberty  to  hold  that  in  this  case  the  impar- 
tial and  correct  report  of  the  proceedings  was  lawful. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  give  judgment  that  the  verdict 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second  plea  is  no  bar  to  this 
action ;  and  we  direct  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  plaintiff 
with  Is,  damages  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty  to  the  second 
count  of  the  declaration ;  and  that  the  verdict  entered 

(a)  3  B.^C.  556. 
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for  the  defendant  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty  to  the  first        1853. 
and  third  counts  of  the  declaration  shall  stand* 


"  Ordered :  That  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
with  one  shilling  damages  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty  to 
the  second  count  of  the  declaration ;  and  that  the  ver- 
dict entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty 
to  the  first  and  third  counts  of  the  declaration  do  stand." 


Lewis 

▼. 
Lkvt. 


Mercer  against  Irving.  ju!^7th 

THE  declaration  alleged  that  defendant  by  his  bond  Declaration 

became  bound  to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  SOO/.,  to  300/.  eiven  by 

be  paid  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  which  bond  was  sub-  plaintiff.  The 

ject  to  a  condition  thereunder  written :  whereby,  after  get^<^rthe 

reciting  that  the  defendant  and  one  fVilliam  Alexander  ''^^^^'^;,^^^ 

Bryden  had  carried  on  and  practised  in  partnership  the  *****  ©^^t"d*°' 

practised  in 
partnership  the  professions  of  surgeons,  apothecaries,  accoucheurs  and  general  medical 
practitioners  at  fT.,  and  were  about  to  dissolve  partnership;  and  that  it  had  been  agreed 
to  dispose  of  their  practice  at  W,  to  plaintiff  for  150/. :  and  defendant  and  B.  had  agreed 
with  plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  bond,  conditioned,  as  therein  mentioned,  for  the  security  of 
plaintiff  against  any  risk  of  defendant  or  B,  practising  or  introducing  any  other  practitioner 
within  the  distances  therein  mentioned.  And  it  was  declared  that,  if  either  defendant  or  B. 
should  within  three  years  practise,  or  attempt  to  practise,  the  professions  of  surgeon, 
apothecary,  accoucheur  or  general  medical  practitioner,  or  either  of  them,  or  carry  on  the 
business  of  chemist  or  druggist,  within  one  mile  from  the  parish  church  of  W.^  or  prescribe 
for  any  patient  of  plaintifl^  or  attempt  to  induce  such  patient  to  call  in  defendant,  B.  or 
any  other  medical  practitioner  than  plaintiff,  or  induce  any  other  medical  practitioner  to 
practise  within  one  mile  &c.,or  introduce  any  one  who  should  so  practise  as  surgeon,  &c., 
within  such  distance  to  any  patient  of  plaintiff,  or  if  defendant  or  B.  should,  within  ten 
years,  carry  on  the  business  of  chemist  or  druggist,  or  open  a  surgery,  or  place  for  dispensing 
medicine,  or  be  connected  with  any  one  opening  &c.,  within  one  mile  &c.,  or  if  B.  should 
underlet  or  assign  his  dwelling  house  at  W.  to  any  physician,  surgeon,  &c.,  or  suffer  any 
person  practising  &c.  to  reside  there  before  13th  Fehruury  then  next,  **  then,  and  in  any  or 
either  of  the  said  cases,  if  the  defendant  or  the  said"  B,,  their  executors,  &c.,  *'or  either 
of  them,  did  and  should  forthwith  well  and  truly  pay  unto  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  3002.,  the 
said  bond  should  be  void.'*  There  was  no  express  stipulation  that  the  bond  should  be  void 
if  the  defendant  and  B.  abstained  from  doing  the  acts,  nor  that  the  bond  should  in  any  case 
stand  good.  Breaches  were  assigned :  and  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant  had  practised 
within  the  mile,  and  had  not  paid  any  part  of  the  300/. ;  and  they  assessed  the  damages  in 
respect  of  this  breach  at  25/. 

Held :  'that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recorer  the  whole  sum  of  300/. 

2  o  2 
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kmni;  and  ibat  tbrr  were  dcKMt  to  JiiMuiic 


flbgXKtd,  fiktj  had 
of  s  poniao  of  die 
IFUfaera^  aibrcsid  to  tke  phiMi^  at  die  feice  of  ISOL ; 
aod  dat  die  defieodnt  and  die  Md  IT.  A  jB^ydbB  led 
agreed  widi  die  phmtHf  to  enter  ioto  die  aboie  boad, 
fondiiioocdy  a>  dieiein  ■yntionrd,  fcr  die  maiumj  of  dbe 
plaimiff,  and  evcfr  poaoo  to  wfaooi  tie,  his 
adauniiitiatoRi  light  at  anj  fataie 
ofer  bis  aid  |aiii  ini<Mi  or  practice,  agmit  anj  rakof 
die  defendant  or  die  aki  W.  A,  Brydim^  or  eidier  of 
flifff^  prKtinig  or  intiodmipg  anj  odier  juuctilioncr 
widun  die  dirtancm  dioein  mendoncd:  it  was  JeilMed 
diat,  if  eidierof  dieni,  die  defendant  or  die  wd  IFl  A 
Biyitm^  did  or  liioald,  widun  die  period  of  duce  jean 
frooi  die  26di  daj  of  Jume  1854,  eidier  alone  or  in 
oopartnexshq>  widi  anj  odier  person  or  persons  whoai 
soerer,  pracdee  or  attempt  the  profcimong  of  surgeon, 
apothecarj,  aocoochenr  or  general  medical  practitioner, 
or  either  of  them,  or  carry  on  or  engage  in  the  hirinrai 
of  a  chemist  or  diuggisl  within  the  distance  of  one  auk 
in  any  direcdon  firom  the  parish  dmrdi  of  ffmJkmni 
aforesaid :  or  if  either  of  them,  the  defendant  or  the 
said  W,  A»  Brydat^  by  himself  or  themaekes^  or  throogli 
any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoerer,  shaD,  within 
such  three  years  as  aforesaid,  attend  or  prescribe  fer 
any  of  the  padents  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  any  person  or 
persons  to  whom  he,  the  plainti£^  or  his  executors  or 
administrators^  might  at  any  foture  time  assign  or  dis- 
pose of  such  bis  practice  as  therein  aforesaid,  or  should 
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induce  or  solicit,  or  attempt  to  induce,  any  of  such  1868. 
patients  or  professional  connections  of  the  plainti£f,  or  jjIbhoeb. 
such  assignee  or  assigns,  to  employ,  consult  or  call 
in  either  of  them,  the  defendant  or  the  said  W.  A. 
BrydeOf  or  any  other  medical  practitioner  than  the 
plaintiff  or  such  his  assign  or  assignee,  or  should 
induce  or  solicit,  or  attempt  to  induce,  any  of  such 
patients  or  professional  connections  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
such  assignee  or  assigns  as  aforesaid,  or  should  induce 
or  solicit  any  other  medical  practitioner  to  set  up  or 
engage  in  practice  within  such  distance  of  one  mile 
from  the  said  parish  church  of  Wadhurst  as  aforesaid, 
or  should  introduce  any  medical  practitioner  who  should 
practice  or  set  up  as  a  surgeon,  apothecary,  accoucheur 
or  general  medical  practitioner,  or  as  a  chemist  or  drug- 
gist, as  aforesaid,  within  such  distance  as  aforesaid,  to 
any  of  the  patients  or  professional  connections  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  such  assignee  or  assigns  as  aforesaid,  or  if 
either  of  them,  the  defendant  or  the  said  W.  A.  Bryden, 
should,  within  the  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date 
aforesaid,  engage  or  carry  on  the  business  of  a  chemist 
or  druggist,  or  open  a  surgery  or  other  place  for  the 
preparation  or  dispensing  of  medicine,  or  be  connected, 
directly  or  indirectly,  with  any  person  opening  such  a 
surgery  or  place  for  the  preparation  or  dispensing  of 
medicine  within  one  mile  of  the  parish  church  of  fVadhurst 
aforesaid ;  or  if  the  said  WilUatn  Alexander  Bryden  should 
underlet  or  assign  his  term  or  interest  in  the  dwelling 
house  and  premises  then  in  his  occupation  at  Wadhurst 
aforesaid  to  any  physician,  surgeon,  apothecary,  accou- 
cheur, or  general  medical  practitioner,  or  to  any  chemist 
or  druggist,  or  permit  or  suffer  any  person  practising  or 
carrying  on  any  such  professions  or  trades  to  reside 
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1858.        therein  before  the  13th  day  of  February  then  next; 
^Mercbr       then,  and   in  any  or  either  of  the  said  cases,  if  the 
▼•  defendant,  or  the  said  W.  A.  Bryden.  their  executors  or 

administrators,  or  either  of  them,  did  and  should  forth- 
with well  and  truly  pay  unto  the  plaintiff  the  siiin  of 
800/.,  the  said  bond  should  be  void.  And  afterwards, 
and  before  suit,  the  defendant  committed  divers  breaches 
of  the  condition  of  the  said  bond,  in  this :  that  he,  within 
the  said  period  of  three  years,  practised  and  attempted 
to  practbe  the  profession  of  surgeon,  apothecary,  accou- 
cheur and  general  medical  practitioner,  and  carried  on 
and  engaged  in  the  business  of  a  chemist  and  druggist, 
within  the  aforesaid  distance  of  one  mile,  and,  within 
the  said  period  of  three  years,  prescribed  for  patients  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  solicited  and  induced  patients  and  pro* 
fessional  connections  of  the  plaintiff  to  employ,  consult 
and  call  in  the  defendant,  or  some  other  medical  prac- 
titioner than  the  plaintiff,  and  induced  and  solicited,  and 
attempted  to  induce  and  solicit,  the  patients  and  pro- 
fessional connections  of  the  plaintiff  not  to  employ  or 
call  in  the  plaintiff^  and  introduced  a  medical  practi- 
tioner who  practised  and  set  up  as  a  surgeon,  apothecary, 
accoucheur  and  general  medical  practitioner,  and  as  a 
chemist  and  druggist,  within  such  distance  of  one  mile, 
to  the  patients  and  professional  connections  of  the  plain- 
tiff, contrary  to  the  condition  of  the  said  bond.  Yet  no 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  300/.  hath  been  paid. 

Pleas.  1.  That  defendant  did  not  commit  the  alleged 
breaches  of  the  bond,  or  any  or  either  of  them.  Issue 
thereon. 

2.  As  to  the  alleged  breaches  in  this,  that  defendant, 
within  the  period  of  three  years,  practised,  and  attempted 
to  practise,  the  profession  of  a  surgeon,  apothecary  and 
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accoucheur  and  general  medical  practitioner,  and  carried        1858. 
on  and  engaged  in  the  business  of  a  chemist  and  druggist      hulobb^^ 
within  the  distance  of  one  mile  as  in  the  declaration       xbyino 
mentioned;   that,  after  the  said  alleged  breaches,  and 
before   the  suit,  defendant  delivered   to  plaintiff,  and 
plaintiff  received  of  defendant,  a  sum  of  money  in  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  the  breaches  pleaded  to.     Issue 
thereon. 

New  assignment  of  similar  breaches  to  those  pleaded 
to  in  plea  2.     Issue  on  the  new  assignment. 

On  the  trial,  before  Williams  J.,  at  the  last  Sussex 
assizes,  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant  had,  within 
the  time,  and  within  the  mile,  practised,  and  had  not 
paid  any  of  the  300/.  As  to  the  other  breaches  they 
found  for  defendant  And,  being  directed  by  the  Judge 
to  assess  the  actual  damages,  they  found  them  to  be  25/. 
The  learned  Judge  then  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered 
for  300/.,  giving  leave  to  move  as  after  mentioned. 

Ballantine  Serjt,  in  last  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should 
not  be  reduced  to  25/.,  **  on  the  ground  that  that  amount 
was  properly  assessed  by  the  jury." 

Bovill  and  J,  A.  Russell  now  shewed  cause.  The 
damages  were  here  clearly  liquidated.  The  latest 
authority  on  the  point  is  Reynolds  v.  Bridge  (a),  a  case 
very  closely  resembling  the  present.  It  was  there  held 
that  the  sum  named  was  to  be  taken  as  liquidated 
damages,  because  none  of  the  covenants  to  which  it 
applied  was  capable  of  precise  estimation:  and  that  is 
the  case  here.  [^Erh  J.  It  was  there  considered  that 
the  damage  could  not  be  measured  by  the  fee  payable 

(a)  6  E.^  B,  528. 
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1858.  in  a  porticalar  case.]  That  was  ao:  and  that  applies 
MncBB  here:  the  dami^  in  fwci  was  here  ooly  252.;  but  the 
Im^a  general  damage  by  the  loss  of  practioe  ooold  not  be 
estimated.  It  is  troe  that  here  the  words  **  liquidated," 
^onliqoidated,"  ^^dami^ges,"  do  not  occur:  the  question 
arises  upon  the  condition  which  aroids  the  bond  if  the 
defendant  should  practice  and  pay  3002.  In  SamUr  v. 
Ferguson  {a)  the  agreement  was  not  to  practice  **  under 
a  penalty  of  500/L :"  yet  this  was  held  to  be  liquidated 
damages.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  In  ReymMs  ▼•  Bridge  {b) 
the  deed  expressly  excluded  the  supposition  that  the 
sum  named  was  a  penalty.  Cramptim  J.  How  do  you 
take  the  bond  and  condition  out  of  the  enactm^fit  of 
Stat  8'&  9  W.  3.  c.  11.  $.  8.?]  The  only  assessment 
of  damages  which  can  be  made  on  the  breaches  found 
must  be  300/L :  the  question  is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
parties.  It  is  impossible  to  alter  the  words  of  the  con- 
dition, and  substitute,  for  the  3002.,  ''such  damages,  not 
exceeding  3002.,  as  a  jury  may  assess."  [Crampion  J. 
It  would  seem  that,  if  the  defendant  is  right,  he  might 
have  to  pay  (for  instance)  2002.  several  times  orer  (c) : 
but  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  form  of  the  condition.] 
The  intention  was  that,  if  the  defendant  practised,  he 
was  to  pay  the  3002.  and  that  was  to  put  an  end  to  his 
obligation.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  words  ^  in  any 
or  either  of  the  said  cases"  seem  to  be  in  your  favour. 
Coleridge  J.  Yet  in  Kemble  v.  Farren  (d)  such  words 
were  considered  to  operate  the  other  way.]  There 
appears  to  be  nothing  unreasonable  in  this  estimate  of 

<a)  7  Com.  B.  716.  (6)  6  E,  ^  B.  528. 

(c)  Sec  Lord  ManM/ield*8  judgment  in  Lowe  ▼.  Peers,  4  Burr,  22*25. 
2228. 

(c/)  6  BUg.  141. 
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the  damagres :  it  is  not  as  if  300/.  were  to  be  paid  for  1858. 
the  non-payment  of  10/. :  all  is  uncertain.  [Crompton  J.  M][ii^ii[ 
In  cases  of  contract,  as  where  a  breach  of  a  charter  party  lavJKo 
is  complained  of,  you  may  prove  damages  larger  than 
the  sum  named.  That  would  have  been  so  in  Kemble 
V.  Farren  (a).  Here  the  form  of  the  condition  precludes 
that.  There  would  have  been  no  doubt  if  the  sum 
named  in  the  bond  had  been  600/.  and  that  in  the  con- 
dition 300/.]  The  case  would  then  have  been  clear: 
yet  there  can  be  no  difference  in  principle.  In  Gah- 
worthy  v.  Strutt  (b)  a  covenant  not  to  exercise  within 
certain  limits  the  profession  of  an  attorney,  and,  in  cases 
of  infringement  of  the  covenant,  to  pay  1000/.,  ^'as  and 
for  liquidated  damages,  and  not  by  way  of  penalty,*' 
was  held  to  be  a  case  of  liquidated  damages.  There 
Parke  B.  said  that  there  was  much  good  sense  in  Liord 
Mof^field's  remarks  in  Laioe  v.  Peers  (c) :  *^  Upon  this 
distinction  they  proceed  in  Courts  of  equity.  They 
will  relieve  against  a  penalty,  upon  a  compensation : 
but  where  the  covenant  is  ^  to  pay  a  particular  liquidated 
sum,'  a  court  of  equity  cannot  make  a  new  covenant  for 
a  man ;  nor  is  there  any  room  for  compensation  or  relief. 
As  in  leases  containing  a  covenant  gainst  ploughing  up 
meadow ;  if  the  covenant  be  *  not  to  plough ;'  and  there 
be  a  penalty ;  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  against  the 
penalty,  or  will  even  go  further  than  that  (to  preserve 
the  substance  of  the  agreement:)  but  if  it  is  worded — 
*  to  pay  51,  an  acre  for  every  acre  ploughed  up ;'  there 
is  no  alternative,  no  room  for  any  relief  against  it ;  no 
compensation ;  it  is  the  substance  of  the  agreement. 
Here,  the  specified  sum  of  1000/.  is  found  in  damages: 

(a)  6  Bing,  141.  (6)  1  Exch.  659. 

(c)  4  Burr,  2228. 
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1858.  ^^  is  ^^^  particular  liquidated  sum  6zed  and  agreed  upon 
j^gjj^,gj^  between  the  parties,  and  b  therefore  the  proper  quantum 
iRYiNo.      of  the  damages." 

Prentice^  contr^.  No  doubt  the  real  question  is  as  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties.  The  condition  here  creates 
a  defeazance  of  the  bond :  and  the  question  is,  on  what 
terms  is  the  bond  avoided.  It  is  aigued  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  payment  of  the  300i!.  is  made  the  condition  for 
the  avoidance  of  the  bond  in  the  event  of  the  occurrence 
of  the  acts  against  which  the  bond  was  to  be  a  security, 
that  fixes  the  sum  payable  for  damages  at  300JL  But 
the  payment  of  the  300^  would  have  avoided  the  bond, 
which  is  for  ZOOL  only,  without  any  stipulation  at  all : 
the  mention  of  the  sum  is  therefore  only  ez  abundanti 
cautela.  [Coleridge  J.  I  do  not  see  how  you  can  strike 
out  the  300^  Erie  J.  You  cannot  say  that  the  meaning 
is  that  the  bond  is  to  be  void  upon  the  defendant  prac- 
tising within  the  limits.]  Suppose  the  words  **  then  and 
in  either  of  such  cases,**  and  the  words  immediately 
following,  were  omitted.  [Coleridge  J.  Then  the  con- 
dition would  be  that  the  bond  should  be  void  upon  the 
defendant  practising  within  the  distance  named.  Had 
there  been  a  clause  avoiding  the  bond  upon  the  defend- 
ant forbearing  so  to  practise,  your  aigument  might  have 
been  well  founded.  Erie  J.  Is  it  not  possible  that 
parties  may  choose  to  stipulate  for  a  single  payment, 
out  and  out,  of  3001  in  case  of  a  single  instance  of  such 
practice?]  It  is  so,  certainly.  [Erie  J.  Then  how 
could  such  an  intention  have  been  expressed,  otherwise 
than  as  this  condition  is  expressed?]  In  Beyrudds  v. 
Bridge  (a),   as    has    been   pointed  out,   the   language 

(«)  ^E,^  B.  5*28. 
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expressly  provided  for  liquidated  damages  and  against  1858. 
the  bond  being  construed  as  merely  naming  a  penalty.  m«rcer 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  instrument  there  was  of  a  ihvIno. 
structure  quite  different]  It  was  so:  and  no  instance 
has  been  cited  where  the  naming  of  a  sum  in  a  bond 
has  been  construed  as  a  designation  of  liquidated 
damages.  Comyns  begins  with  defining  an  obligation 
thus :  **  An  obligation  is  a  deed,  whereby  a  man  binds 
himself  under  a  penalty  to  do  a  thing.  If  he  be  bound 
without  a  penalty  it  shall  be  called  a  single  bill ;"  Com. 
Dig.  Obligation  (A).  Damages  must  be  assigned  and 
assessed  under  stat.  8  &  9  fF.  3.  ^.  11.  s.  8.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  That  relates  to  actions  upon  any  bond 
•*or  on  any  penal  sum."]  The  bond  here  is  for  the 
performance  or  non-performance  of  certain  things :  and 
it  is  so  treated  in  the  declaration.  It  could  not  be  meant 
that  for  any  one  of  the  acts  mentioned  in  the  condition, 
whether  done  knowingly  or  not,  300/.  was  to  be  paid. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  sum  of  300/« 
If  there  were  an  agreement  with  a  stipulation  that  for 
every  infraction  of  the  agreement,  whether  great  or  little, 
a  certain  sum  should  be  paid,  there  would  be  nothing 
illegal  in  that ;  and  no  Court  would  interfere  to  prevent 
the  enforcement  of  such  an  agreement ;  indeed  it  may 
be  very  reasonable  that,  when  a  business  is  bought  and 
sold  in  this  manner,  the  purchaser  should  secure  himself 
from  any  disturbance  by  naming  a  fixed  sum.  If  that 
be  so,  we  are  to  consider  whether  this  instrument  does 
not  contain  such  an  agreement.  Its  form  is  very  pecu- 
liar ;  I  never  saw  such  a  form  before.  It  is  rather  in 
the  nature  of  a  penal  bill,  an  engagement  to  pay  a  cer- 


572  TUINITT  TERIL 

lg^^        Uin  sum  oo  a  oeruin  evenL     If  it  were  liimwn  in  the 


Ibtixc. 


^gg^g^  anal  (orm^  with  an  obligttion  to  pay  ZOOL,  and  a 
J;^  didon  that  opon  inch  and  wath  diings  not  being  done 
the  bond  aas  to  become  Toid,  othenriie  to  remain  in 
fblllbffce,  lahonld  bate  thoog^  the  aom  named  waia 
penalty,  and  that  the  plaintiff  eooM  reooter  only  to  the 
amount  of  the  damage  Cm*  infraction  of  the  agreement. 
Bat  it  is  not  ao  framed.  The  hood  is  far  3001. ;  and 
the  condition  is  that,  if  the  oU^ee  diall  do  certain 
things,  or  any  or  either  oi  them,  and  pay  SOCUL,  the 
bond  shall  become  void.  Is  not  that  intimating  that  ton 
any  infraction  erf*  the  i^;reement  the  300L  is  to  be  paid? 
Then  the  agreement  will  be  at  an  end,  and  the  defend- 
ant may  practise  as  much  and  wherever  he  diooses.  On 
the  rational  and  grammatical  oonstmction  of  the  instru- 
ment I  find  nothing  to  lead  to  a  different  view ;  and  I 
know  of  no  authority  the  other  way.  In  the  cases  to 
which  we  have  been  properly  referred  the  instruments 
have  not  been  in  the  same  form  as  this.  I  find  that  here 
the  SOOiL  is  the  ascertained  sum  payable  on  the  doing  of 
any  one  of  the  acts. 

CoLERnME  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  For  a  long 
time  il  has  been  considered  that  the  true  rule  is  to  ascer- 
tain,  as  well  as  we  can,  from  the  language  used  by  the 
parties,  what  their  intention  is.  The  authorities  are  all 
discussed  in  Reynolds  v.  Bridge  (a).  It  was  there  said, 
I  think,  at  any  rate  I  would  say  now,  that  it  is  difficult 
to  reconcile  all  the  cases.  We  are  therefore  more  safe 
in  following  the  meaning  of  the  parties.  If  you  construe 
this  instrument  according  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 

(a)  6  E.^  B.  628. 
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wofdsy  the  bond  is  to  remain  in  force  unless,  on  the  doing  1858. 
of  any  of  the  acts  provided  against,  SOOi  be  paid :  it  is  mbbokb 
not  said  that  the  bond  is  to  be  void  on  the  non-doing  of  j  ^ 
the  acts  provided  against.  That  being  the  mutual  mean- 
ing,  is  there  anything  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  to 
controul  it  ?  Reliance  seems  to  be  placed  on  the  cir- 
cumstance that  some  of  the  matters  provided  for  are 
slight,  and  that  some  breaches  of  the  agreement  might 
even  be  made  unintentionally.  There  is,  no  doubt, 
weight  in  that  consideration.  But,  when  we  look  on  the 
other  side,  the  result  seems  to  be  the  opposite  way.  The 
stipulations  are  provisions  for  uninterrupted  enjoyment 
throughout  a  small  area ;  and  they  point  out  how  much 
is  to  be  considered  an  interruption.  It  is  idle  to  say 
that,  if  the  defendant  attends  a  single  patient  within  the 
area,  the  loss  of  the  emolument  in  the  particular  case 
measures  the  damage  resulting  from  the  breach.  It  is 
impossible  to  say  how  much  the  damage  might  be :  and 
it  is  therefore  agreed  that  for  any  breach  the  compensa- 
tion shall  be  that  which  the  clause  constitutes  as  the 
measure. 

Erle  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  for  300/.  The  expression  of  the 
instrument  is  unusual.  The  framer  of  it  has  departed 
from  the  ordinary  form,  and  has  expressed  himself  in 
words  incapable  of  being  mistaken.  Unless  the  defendant 
pays  the  300L  the  bond  is  not  to  be  void.  And  that  is 
very  reasonable :  the  plaintiff  stipulates,  not  only  to  have 
back  the  150/.  which  he  has  paid,  but  another  150/., 
which  will  scarcely  indemnify  him.  Had  the  instrument 
said,  "If  you  break  the  agreement  you  shall  pay  300/.," 
it  would  have  been  perfectly  clear.     But  it  goes  further. 
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\S3^,        and  ajs, "  If  joo  break  any  one  of  the  articles  <if  the  agree- 
Ug^cn      BMot,  joa  diaD  paj  the  3002."    That  is  its  eflSect;  and 

Utim.  ^  ^  ifl^KMBbie  to  get  over  the  meaning  without  altering 
the  vofds.  Then,  the  meaning  of  the  wcxds  bring  dear, 
oo  what  giomd  are  we  to  depart  from  it?  Aeooiding 
to  mj  ohsenratioD,  no  rule  can  be  moie  important 
than  that  of  giring  effect  to  the  iotentioo  of  parties. 
The  hoe  cases  are  very  clear :  Hiteheoek  t.  Ccker  {a\ 
Eejpuldi  ▼.  Bridge  (})\  Green  v.  Price  (c),  Aikyu  x. 
Kumier  (d)f  Gahworthy  v.  StruU  (e).  In  all  these  cases, 
the  parties  bad  stipulated  for  the  payment  of  a  given 
sum  on  a  breach  of  the  agreement  The  diflBcnlty  that 
there  would  have  been  in  estimating  the  amount  of 
actual  damage  made  it  very  reasonable  to  say,  ^  If  you 
break  the  agreement,  you  shall  pay  the  sum  mentioned." 
My  brother  Crompton  (g)  wished  me  to  say  that  he 
doubts  whether  this  is  not  an  inaccurately  expressed 
bond. 

Rule  discharged. 

{m)  6A,^E.  438.  (b)  6  E,  ^  B.  528. 

(«)  13  Af.  ^  tr,  605,  in  Exch.     AflSrmod,  on  error,  in  Ezch.  Ch.,  Price 
V.  GrMH,  16  Af.  ^  W.  346. 

(d)  4  Exeh,  776.  (e)   1  Exeh,  659. 

(g)  Cromptom  J.  had  left  the  Court  during  the  argument. 
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1858. 


Hale  against  Bates,  Public  oflSicer  &c.  j!!i^ii\, 

T^ECLARATION  bj  plaintiff  against  defendant,  as  On  an  action  by 

public  registered  oflScer  of  The  West  of  England  ^!,an attorney, 

and  South  IVaks  District  Banking  Company:  For  that  reqdfedb?  ^. 

the  Company  were  indebted  to  plaintiff  for  moneys  pay-  ^j^ms  fn**  * 

able  by  the  Company  to  plaintiff  for  work  and  labour.  ^^^^^  *>»d 

J  t^     J  r  »   come  from  the 

journeys  and  attendances,  by  him  performed  and  given  country  to 
as  a  witness,  at  the  request  of  the  Company,  upon  the  the  purpose. 
trial  of  a  certain  cause  then  pending  in  Her  Majesty's  after  he  had 
Court  of  Queen*s  Bench,  in  which  defendant,  as  such  one  day,  that^" 
public  oflScer,  was  plaintiff,  and  Arthur  Hallam  Elton,  turT^  hi^' 
Baronet,  was  defendant;  and  for  fees  due  and  owing  JJ^j  before  J7 
from  the  Company  to  plaintiff  for  and  on  account  of  his  ^'^  "^  ^\^V 

^  subpoenaed  by 

attendances  as  such  witness ;  and  for  work  and  labour  ^^  and  told 

that  he  must 

done  and  performed  by  plaintiff  for  the  Company ;  and  attend  in  obe. 
for  money  paid  by  plaintiff  for  his  travelling  and  other  subpcena.  if, 
expences  in  and  about  and  in  consequence  of  his  at-  remaine<f  from 
tendance  as  such  witness  on  such  trial ;  and  upon  from^thrserf' 
accounts  stated.  S«-t.he» 

Plea :  Never  indebted.     Issue  thereon.  ^®?*  5°"®»  , 

and  afterwards 

On  the  trial,  before  Erie  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  returned  to 

London,  where 
he  afterwards 
remained  for  five  days  up  to  the  trial.  The  verdict  was  for  E,  After  the  trial,  E.  paid  H. 
his  expences,  and  an  allowance  for  time,  for  eleven  days,  on  condition  that,  if  any  part  was 
disallowed  on  the  taxation  between  the  parties,  H,  would  repay  so  much  to  E,  On  the 
taxation  between  B,  and  E.,  E.*a  attorney  deposed,  in  his  affidavit  of  increase,  to  this  pay- 
ment to  H.,  but  did  not  mention  the  condition.  B.,  at  the  taxation,  objected  to  the  allowance 
of  the  sum  paid  in  respect  of  the  time  during  which  H.  was  not  detained  at  the  request  of 
E. ;  and  the  Master  struck  off  so  much  as  related  to  five  days ;  and  H.  returned  that  sum 
to  E,    Then  If.  sued  B,  for  his  expences  and  time  in  respect  of  the  five  days. 

Held,  that  H.  was  entitled  to  recover  this  from  B  ,  the  repayment  by  If,  to  E.  having 
been  proper,  and  having  placed  H,  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  never  received  from  E. 
the  sum  so  repaid. 


V. 

Bates. 
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1858.  for  Surrey^  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to 
"^^^  recover  18/.  2«.  4rf.  for  five  days'  attendance  by  plaintiff 
in  Londofi  from  8th  to  12th  December^  1857,  inchisively, 
as  witness  in  a  case  in  which  Batesy  the  present  defend- 
ant, as  public  oflScer,  was  plaintiff,  and  Sir  Arthur  H. 
Elton  defendant;  and  for  five  days'  expences  and  rail- 
way fare.  The  plaintiff  was  an  attorney,  residing  at 
Bath :  he  came  to  London  from  Bath  on  7th  December, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  a  witness  for  Elton;  and  EltoiCs 
attorney  took  down  his  evidence  on  8th  December,  and 
told  him  he  might  go  back  to  Bath,  and  would  be  tele- 
graphed for  when  he  was  wanted.  But,  before  he  left 
London,  he  was,  on  the  evening  of  8th  December,  sub- 
poenaed by  the  attorney  of  Bates,  who  then  paid  him 
\L  \8.,  and  required  him  to  attend.  On  9th  December, 
plaintiff  was  subpoenaed  also  by  the  attorney  of  Elton. 
The  first  day  of  the  London  Sittings  for  which  the  cause 
of  Bates  v.  EUon  was  set  down  for  trial  was  9th  De- 
cember. The  plaintiff  went  back  to  Bath  on  12th  De- 
cember, and  returned  to  London  on  14th  December,  He 
remained  in  London  till  the  trial  of  Bates  v.  Elton,  which 
took  place  on  19th  December,  and  on  which  trial  EUon 
had  a  verdict  After  the  trial,  plaintiff  sent  to  the 
attorney  of  Bates  a  claim  for  35/.  18«.  \Od.i  being 
34/.  \Zs,  for  eleven  days'  attendance  at  3/.  Zs.  per  day; 
2/. 6j.  \0d.  for  railway  fare  and  back;  from  which  1/.  \s., 
the  sum  paid  with  Bates^s  subpoena,  was  deducted 
Bates*3  attorney  tendered  to  him  \2L  I6s.  lOd,:  being 
1/.  Is.  per  day,  for  hotel  expences,  for  eleven  days ;  and 
21.  6s.  lOd.  for  travelling  expences;  firom  which  IL  \s., 
the  sum  paid  with  the  subpoena,  was  deducted.  The 
plaintiff  refused  to  accept  the  sum.  The  costs  between 
party  and  party,  in  the  case  of  Bates  v.  Elton,  were 
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afterwards  taxed.  EltorCs  attorney,  in  his  aflSdavit  of  ]g5^^ 
increase,  deposed  that  he  had  paid  36/.  19«.  lOrf.  to  ^nxH 
Hak  as  a  witness ;  being  23/.  2$.  for  his  attendance ;  ^• 

\\L  \\s*  for  his  expences;  and  2L  6«.  10^.  for  railway 
expences:  and  he  claimed  this  sum  in  the  taxation 
against  Bates.  Bates^s  attorney  objected  to  the  allow- 
ance of  part  of  this  sum,  on  the  ground  that  Elton's 
attorney  was  not  bound  to  pay  Hale  for  more  than  the 
days  during  which  he  was  detained  for  Elton.  The 
Master,  being  of  opinion  that  for  five  of  the  days  the 
detention  was  at  the  requisition  of  Bates's  attorney, 
struck  off  15/.  155.  in  respect  of  three  days.  The  plain- 
tiff then  repaid  the  15/.  15^.  to  Elton's  attorney,  and 
brought  the  present  action  against  Bates.  At  the  trial 
of  this  action,  he  swore  that  the  36/.  I9s.  lOd.  was  paid 
to  him  by  Eltons  attorney  on  condition  that  he  should 
repay  to  Eltons  attorney  so  much  of  that  sum  as  the 
Master  might  disallow  in  the  taxation  between  Bates 
and  Elton;  and  that  he  had  repaid  the  15L  I5s,  in  com- 
pliance with  that  condition. 

On  evidence  of  these  facts,  the  defendant's  counsel 
contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
inasmuch  as  he  had  already  been  fully  paid  by  Eltons 
attorney,  and  could  not  acquire  a  fresh  right  by  volun- 
tarily repaying  what  he  received ;  and  that  the  condition 
annexed  to  the  original  payment  was  illegal,  as  against 
Bates.  The  learned  Judge  was,  however,  of  opinion 
that  the  objections  failed,  and  that  Hale  was,  as  to  the 
payment  in  respect  of  the  five  days,  in  the  same  position 
as  if  he  had  never  received  it  from  Elton.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  51.  7s.  6d.y  the  learned  Judge  reserving 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  as  after  mentioned* 

Lushy  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  role  calling  on 

B.  B.  &  E.  2  p 
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1858.       the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be 

Halb        entered,  "on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  repayment 

Batu.       ™^^^  ^  taken  to  have  been  voluntarily  made,  and  be  in 

the  same  position  as  if  he  had  retained  it;"  or  why  a 

new  trial  should  not  be  had  on  the  ground  of  surprise 

as  shewn  by  affidavit. 

OgU  now  shewed  cause.    The  tender  may  be  laid  out 
of  the  question,  there  being  no  plea  but  Never  indebted; 
the  tender  does  not  shew  that  no  debt  ever  existed 
The  question  therefore  is  whether,  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  voluntarily  repaid  15/.  \5$.  to  JEltany  who 
had  in  mistake  paid  that  sum,  which  included  the  sum 
now  claimed,  to  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  has  lost  his 
right  of  recovering  from  the  present  defendant     But 
that  defence,  too,  is  inadmissible  under  Never  indebted. 
Till  the  plaintiff  received  the  money  from  Elton  there 
was,  at  any  rate,  a  debt.    It  cannot  be  disputed  that 
the  defendant  is  prima  fecie  bound  to  compensate  the 
plaintiff  for  expences  and  his  loss  of  time  during  the  five 
days,  unless  indeed,  as  to  allowance  for  time,  the  law 
now  is  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  decision  of  CoOms  v. 
Oodejroy  (a),  where  it  was  held  (in  1831)  that  an  attor- 
ney attending  as  a  witness  is  not  entitled  to  remuneration 
for  loss  of  time  from  the  party  who  has  subpcenaed  him. 
Bat  now,  by  the  Directions  to  the  Masters  of  the  Courts, 
in  Beff.  G.  H.  16  Vict  {b\  there  is  to  be  an  allowance 
of  from  2L  2s,  to  3L  3«.  per  diem,  besides  travelling 
expences,  to  professional  men  who  come  from  a  distance. 
And,  even  as  to  the  payment  by  Eltarif  the  plaintiff,  as 
he  had  no  right  to  claim  the  sum  paid,  was  bound  to 
return  it 

(a)  I  B,^  Ad.  950.  (b)  I  S.^  B.  App.  hay. 


V. 

Bates. 
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C  Pollock,  contra.  The  defendant  does  not  dispute  i8oS. 
the  general  rule  that  now,  as  between  a  party  and  the  '  ^^^^j^ 
witness  whom  he  subpcenas,  the  witness  has  a  claim  for 
loss  of  time.  But  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  here  was 
satisfied  by  EUarCs  payment ;  the  contract  between  the 
witness  and  the  party  who  summons  him  is  only  that 
such  party  will  pay  to  the  witness  so  much  of  his  claim 
for  time,  expences,  &c.,  as  he  does  not  get  from  the 
opposite  party.  [Coleridge  J.  Suppose  you  takQ  the 
facts  to  be  that  EUon  paid  too  much  to  the  plaintiff, 
and,  on  this  being  discovered,  the  plaintiff  repaid  EUan. 
How  would  that  destroy  the  plaintiff's  claim  on  the 
defendant?]  The  whole  transaction  of  payment  and 
repayment  here  appears  to  have  been  a  trick  to  enable 
the  attorney  of  Elton  to  make  his  affidavit  of  increase. 
[Erie  J.  Suppose  EUorCs  attorney  had  paid  the  money 
to  the  plaintiff  absolutely  and  without  condition ;  and 
then,  on  the  Master  taxing  off  a  part,  had  sued  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  back  what  had  been  paid ;  and,  upon 
such  suit,  the  plaintiff  had  repaid  the  money.]  The 
attorney  could  not  have  maintained  such  action,  the 
mistake  being  one  of  law,  not  of  fact.  Besides,  the 
attorney  and  the  plaintiff,  by  what  they  have  done,  have 
altered  the  situation  of  a  third  party :  that  being  so,  the 
plidntiff  cannot  disaffirm  his  original  acceptance  of  the 
money  as  due  to  him  from  Elton ;  Mon^fiori  v.  Monte* 
JUni  (a).  As  between  the  attorney  and  the  present  plain- 
tiff, the  facts  will  be  taken  to  be  as  those  parties,  for  the 
purpose  of  deceiving  a  third  party,  represented  them  to 
be ;  Skns  v.  Tuffs  {b\  Abler  v.  George  (c).  The  condition 
to  the  making  of  which  the  plaintiff  swore  is  such  as  the 

(a)  1  r.  Bl.  363.  (6)  6  C.  ^  P.  207. 

{e)  1  Campb.  393. 

2  p  2 
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185S.        law  will  not  counten^ce :  nothing  could  be  more  mis- 

jj^^g        chievous  than  a  payment  thus  made  and  received  on  the 

Bates        speculation  of  the  result  of  the  taxation.     What  would 

have  been  the  decision  of  the  Master  if  this  condition 

had  been  disclosed  to  him  ?     The  practice,  if  allowed^ 

would  destroy  the  real  value  of  the  affidavit  of  increase. 

(Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  had  left  the  Court.) 

CoLERiDOE  J.  This  case  has  been  argued  with  great 
ingenuity :  but  I  feel  no  doubt.  I  see  no  pretence  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  surprise.  The  other  point 
is  much  more  important.  I  abstain  from  expressing  any 
approbation  of  what  has  been  done  in  the  Master^s 
office;  for,  without  saying  that  it  was  fraudulent,  I 
must  say  that  I  should  not  have  liked  to  have  made  the 
affidavit  which  has  been  brought  before  us.  I  further 
concede  that,  if  there  had  been  fraud  producing  injury 

• 

to  the  defendant,  I  should  have  said  that  the  plaintiff 
must  have  been  bound  to  take  the  facts  as  he  had  repre- 
sented them  to  be.  That  is  the  distinction  between  the 
present  case  and  Montefiori  v.  M<mtefiori{a)\  the  autho- 
rity of  which  I  do  not  dispute.  The  facts  here  are  that 
Hale  was  kept  in  town  for  eleven  days ;  he  has  a  right 
to  be  remunerated  in  some  way.  On  minute  examina- 
tion, it  turns  out  that  it  was  only  for  a  certain  portion 
of  that  time  that  he  was  detained  by  EUorCs  attorney, 
and  that  Bates's  attorney  detained  him  for  the  residue. 
EUan  gets  the  verdict,  and  has  a  right  to  tax  costs 
against  Bates.  The  payment  of  the  witnesses  consti- 
tutes one  part  of  the  costs.     A  bill  is  drawn  up  by  Hale 

(a)  1  W.  BL  363. 
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against  Bates  for  36/.  odd.  When  EUorCs  attorney  comes        1858. 

before  the  Master,  it  appears  that  both  he  and  Hale  are        Z 

under  a  mistake  as  to  the  sum  which  is  to  be  allowed  to  ^- 

Bates. 

Elian  in  respect  of  his  payment  to  Hale.     The  Master 
accedes  to  EltorC^  view  that  an  allowance  is  to  be  made, 
but  says  that  he  will  not  allow  enough  to  cover  the 
whole  demand,  because,  during  a  portion  of  the  time. 
Hale  was  not  detained  by  Elton's  attorney.     That  left  a 
certain  part  of  ^hBUEltan's  attorney  had  paid  to  Hale 
which  it  was  Hale^s  duty  to  pay  back,  even  without  any 
undertaking.     Now  cannot  Hale  recover  this  money  as 
against  Bates?    Prima  facie  he  is  entitled  to  recover  it, 
because  he  has  been  kept  in  town  by  Bates  for  a  certain 
number  of  days.   For  these,  it  is  true,  he  has  been  paid; 
but  wrongfully ;  and  this  he  has  been  obliged  to  repay. 
Is  there  then  anything  in  the  circumstances  to  destroy 
his  right  ?     It  is  not  contended  that,  if  the  money  had 
not  been  paid  by  Elton's  attorney,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  have  recovered  it  from  Bates.     The  money  was, 
however,  paid  on  the  condition  that,  if  the  Master  did 
not  allow  it  in  taxation  against  Bates,  Hale  would  repay 
it    It  seems  to  me  that  these  circumstances  do  not  take 
away  Hale*s  right  against  Bates.     Although  it  is  true 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  paid  by  both  parties,  yet, 
after  the  Master  had  distinguished  the  sums  to  be  paid 
by  each  party,  he  was  entitled  to  claim  the  several  por- 
tions against  the  respective  parties.     I  think,  therefore, 
that  there  is  no  ground  for  this  rule. 

Erle  J.  I  also  think  that  this  rule  should  be  dis* 
charged.  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  there  is 
any  surprise.  Then  what  are  the  essential  facts  ?  Hale 
was  subpoenaed  by  both  parties,  and  stayed  in  town 


tiie  Mwirr  umct  the  warn  cffi.  Then  fl^  pm  back  fo 
Stfto  the  mam  taxed  off  in  reipeci  of  Ae  five  dm» 
vheo  die  psTBeot  n  aade  to  kon,  k  «» 
a  rondiricin  dhac  he  flhoold  lepsr  it  if  it  ekoold 
he  di— Bowed  od  the  ••*«*^*">  Now,  vhrtfaer  that  ra 
legal  or  iOepl  in  the  eeoR  of  its  beiif  that  vludi 
aii^  be  enfcirced  or  not,  I  do  not  nj :  bal  I  kate  no 
eeniple  m  sajring  that,  if  I  had  been  in  iSair  s  place,  I 
vooid  bare  irpaid  the  money.  I  mv  nothing  of  the 
eonditioo  vhieb  bad  been  impoeed :  hot,  if  he  got  the 
money  by  mistake,  then,  as  an  honest  man,  he  did  i^t 
to  pay  it  back.  He  then  comes  to  Arfe^  and  calls  npoo 
bim  to  pay :  and  BaJta  says  be  will  not  pay.  Upon  the 
pleadtfigi,  wbidi  nise  only  the  issoe  of  Nerer  inddned, 
Mr.  OgU%  answer  is  good :  tbeie  was  onoe  a  debt  at 
any  rate.  But  I  woold  give  Mr.  Pdhck  the  boiefit  of 
any  plea  that  can  be  suggested,  a  plea,  for  instance, 
shewing  that  Hale  was  satined,  harii^  been  pmd  by 
the  qjposite  party.  I  am  of  opinion  that  soch  a  plea 
would  have  been  answered  by  shewing  that  Baim  pie- 
▼entcd  ElUm  irom  being  allowed  on  taxation  the  pay- 
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ment  for  the  five  days.     The  defence  therefore  fiuled.        ig^s. 
Then  was  there  anything  illegal  in  what  took  place?        -Eij^ 
Waa  Baiet's  position  changed?    No  principle  of  that       bates 
sort  was  in  fiu;t  applicable.     Here  Bates's  attorney 
brought  the  whole  claim  upon  himself  by  making  the 
objection.     But  on  this  record  there  is  not  even  a 
semblance  of  defence. 

(Crompton  J.  had  left  the  Court) 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen,  on  the  Prosecution  of  the  Poor  Law  Saturday, 
Board,  against  Stockton  and  others,  Directors 
of  the  Poor  of  St.  Pangeas. 


MANDAMUS  to  the  "directors"  of  the  poor  of  The  proviso 
_,     _  1.         ,  1  ,       to  »e«t.  197  of 

ISt  FancraSf  commanding  them  to  make  an  order  the  Metropolis 

to  appoint  an  auditor  to  examine  and  audit,  allow  and  ment  Act"*^' 

disallow,  the  accounts  relating  to  the  poor  rate  of  the  i  ]20.)«whTch 

parish,  under  stat  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.  t^^SJaSpn 

The  writ  sufKrested  that  the  relief  of  the  poor  within  of  pwrishaudi. 

*^^  '^  tors  appointed 

under  the  Act 
aU  accounts  which,  before  the  passing  of  that  Act,  would  have  been  subject  to  the  audit  of 
an  auditor  appointed  under  stat.  4  &  5  W.  4.  c.  76.,  is  not  repealed  by  sect.  3  of  stat.  19  &  20 
Fiet,  c,  112.:  and  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  have  therefore  still  the  riffht  to  order  the 
oferseers  or  guardians  of  any  parish  to  appoint  an  auditor  to  audit  the  poor  law  accounts. 

A  select  vestry,  under  a  local  Act  (59  G.  3.  c.  xxxix. ),  annually  elected  forty  of  their 
own  body  to  be  "  directors**  of  the  poor,  who  were,  by  the  Act,  to  exercise  the  functions 
of  **  overseers.**  The  vestrymen  were  to  appoint,  and  fix  the  salaries  of,  all  the  parish 
officers,  and  the  visitors  for  the  relief  of  the  poor ;  but  all  these  officers,  and  the  visitors, 
were  to  be  paid  by,  and  act  under  the  controul  and  direction  of,  the  directors.  The  vestry, 
men  were  to  roaKe,  levy  and  assess  the  rates ;  but  the  distribution  of  the  monejrs  thence 
arisinff,  including  the  portion  devoted  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  was  in  the  directors. 

Held,  that  the  directors,  and  not  the  directors  and  vestrjnneu  jointly,  were  the  parties 
filling  the  position  of  "  suajdians  or  overseers'*  of  the  parish,  within  stat.  4  &  5  W,i.  e.  76. 
M.  46.,  109. :  and  that  therefore  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  poor  law  auditor  for  the  parish,  was  rightly  directed  to  the  directors  alone. 
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1858.  ^^6  parish,  and  the  managemeDt  of  the  officers  of  the 
The  QuEBN  ^**^  parish,  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  order  of 
Directors  of  ^^^  Poor  Law  Board  thereinafter  mentioned  came  into 
St.  Pancbas.  operation,  were  and  still  are  regnlated  by  stat  59  G.  3. 
c.  xxxix.  (a) ;  that  the  said  Act  contains  provisions  for 
the  election  or  appointment  of  vestrymen  of  the  said 
parish,  and  for  the  nomination  and  appointment  by  the 
said  vestrymen  of  forty  persons,  to  be  and  to  be  called 
directors  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  who  are  thereby 
authorized  to  exercise  in  the  said  parish  all  the  powers 
and  authorities  which  overseers  of  the  poor  are  or  shall 
be  by  law  authorized  to  exercise,  and  to  contract  for 
the  maintenance  and  employment  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish,  and  to  provide  a  convenient  stock  of  mate- 
rials for  the  employment  of  the  said  poor,  and  are 
otherwise  appointed  and  entitled  to  act  as  managers  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  in  the  distribution  or 
ordering  of  the  said  poor  from  the  poor  rate  of  the  said 
parish;  that  in  the  said  Act  are  contained  provisions 
for  the  appointment  of  collectors  of  the  poor  rate  of  the 
said  parish,  treasurers  and  other  officers,  and  for  the 
payment  by  the  said  directors  of  salaries  to  such  officers, 
in  which  directors  all  moneys  arising  from  the  rates 
and  assessments  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish,  and  all  goods,  materials  and  things  provided  for 
the  use  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  are,  by  the  said 
Act,  vested ;  and  which  said  directors  are  by  the  said 
Act  required  to  meet  weekly,  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
into  execution  the  powers  vested  in  them  by  the  said 

(a)  Local  and  personal,  public :  "  For  establishing  a  select  restry  in  the 
parish  of  St  Pamcras,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  for  other  purposes 
relating  thereto.**  The  sections  material  to  the  argument  will  be  found  at 
p.  688,  note  (c). 
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Act;  and  power  is  therein  contained  for  gammoning  1858. 
and  holding  special  meetings  of  the  said  directors  for  The  Queen 
the  like  purpose.  That  the  said  Act  remains  in  force,  Director;  of 
except  so  far  as  the  same  has  been  altered,  as  to  the  ^'^^  I*-*»c'^^» 
election  of  vestrymen  and  auditors  of  accounts,  by  the 
adoption  by  the  said  parish  of  stat.  1  &  2  ff^  4.  c.  60.  (a), 
and  by  the  operation  of  the  other  general  Acts  therein- 
after mentioned.  That  the  said  parish  adopted  the  said 
Act,  1  &  2  ^.  4.  c.  60.,  before  the  passing  of  the  Me- 
tropolis Local  Management  Act  (18  &  19  Vict,  c.  120.), 
and  before  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  the  Poor  Law 
Board  thereinafter  mentioned.  That  the  vestrymen  of 
the  said  parish,  and  directors  of  the  poor,  have  from  time 
to  time  been  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions 
of  the  said  local  Act,  until  the  said  adoption  of  stat. 
1  &  2  ff^  4.  c.  60.,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  pro- 
visions as  altered  and  modified  by  that  Act,  until  the 
coming  into  operation  of  the  said  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act,  and,  from  that  time,  as  altered  by 
that  Act,  or  the  Act  amending  the  same  (19  &  20  Vict 
c.  112.),  and  that  there  still  are  such  vestrymen  and 
directors.  That,  there  being  no  auditor  for  auditing 
the  accounts  in  the  said  parish  relating  to  the  relief  of 
the  poor  appointed  under  stat.  4  &  5  fV.  4.  c.  76.,  or 
any  Act  incorporated  therewith,  the  Poor  Law '  Board, 
under  the  authority  of  that  Act,  and  of  the  several 
statutes  in  that  behalf  made  and  provided,  on  14th  May, 
1857,  did  duly  make  and  issue,  and  send  to  the  parties 
addressed,  a  certain  order,  sealed  &c.,  addressed  to  the 
directors  of  the  poor  of  St,  Pancras,  to  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  to 

(a)  "  For  tbe  better  regulation  of  vestries,  and  for  the  appointment  of 
auditors  of  accounts,  in  certain  parishes  of  England  and  WoUb.** 


in 
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1858.        tlie  derk  or  derls  to  the  jostioes  of  the  petty 

held  fix*  the  dirisioD  or  divisioiis  in  whidi  the  and 
pariah  is  ntoftte,  and  to  all  others  whom  it  might  coo- 
cern,  ordering  that  the  directofs  of  the  poor  of  the  mid 
pariah  of  SLBomenu  ahoold  within  two  calendar  months 
of  the  date  of  the  said  order  appcmit  a  fit  and  proper 
perKm  to  examine  and  andit,  allow  or  disaDow,  the 
aoooonts  in  such  parish  rdating  to  the  poor  nUe  thereof 
to  be  termed  an  auditor  &c. :  and  that  no  sadi  appcMnt- 
ment  had  been  made  in  parsoanoe  of  the  said  order. 

Retnm:  That,  after  the  paaang  of  the  said  local  Act, 
there  had  been  and  yet  is  a  certain  body  corporate, 
by  the  name  of  **  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  SL  Pom^ 
eras,  in  the  coonty  of  Middlesex^  constituted  and 
incorporated  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  (18  &  19  Viet,  e.  120.);  that  the  said  order  of 
the  Poor  Law  Board  was  made,  issued,  addressed  and 
sent  after  the  passing  of  the  last  mentioned  Act :  that 
the  said  parish  adopted  and  acted  upon  stat  1&2  fK4m 
e.  60.  before  \st  January,  1844:  and  that  the  said  parish 
contained  a  population  exceeding  20,000,  according  to 
the  last  Parliamentary  returns,  before  9th  August,  1844: 
and  that  always,  since  the  coming  into  operation  of 
Stat  19  &  20  Vict  c  112.,  there  had  been  and  yet  are 
auditors  for  the  said  parish  elected  under  staL  18  &  19 
Vict  c.  120.  That  therefore  the  directors  could  not 
appoint  an  auditor  to  examine  &c.  the  accounts  relating 
to  the  poor  rate  of  the  said  parish,  as  directed  by  the 
order. 

Demurrer.     Joinder. 

TomUfuon,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  defend* 
ants  contend,  first,  that  the  Poor  Law  Board  has  no 
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power  to  order  the  directors  to  appoint  an  auditor;  1858. 
secondly,  that  the  order  is  wrongly  directed.  As  to  the  The  Qubbx 
first  point :  stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  «•  46.  gives  power  to  j)j^'  ^ 
the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  order  the  overseers  or  St.  Pasciub. 
guardians  of  a  parish  to  appoint  o£Bcers  for  ordering 
accounts ;  and  sect.  109  defines  an  auditor  to  be  ''every 
person,"  other  than  justices,  "  appointed  or  empowered 
to  audit,  control,  examine,  allow,  or  disallow  the  accounts 
of  any  guardian,  overseer,  or  vestrymen,  relating  to  the 
receipt  or  expenditure  of  the  poor  rate."  The  power  of 
the  Commissioners,  and  of  the  auditors  appointed  by  their 
direction,  is  confirmed  and  expanded  by  sect  32  of  stat. 
7  &  8  VicL  c.  101.  (a>  Then,  stat  18  &  19  Fict.  c.  120. 
«.  1.  repeals  the  provisions  of  stat.  I  &  2  fV,  4t,  c.  60. 
{Hobhauses  Act)  which  had  been  adopted  by  the  parish 
of  St.  Pancras,  and  which,  by  sect  33,  provided  for  the 
election  of  auditors ;  and  therefore,  no  doubt,  auditors 
of  the  pariih  accounts  must  be  elected  under  sect  1 1  of 
stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.:  but  that  section  does  not 
mention  poor  law  accounts;  and,  further,  sect.  197 
expressly  excludes  from  the  operation  of  sect  11  ac- 
counts which,  if  that  Act  bad  not  been  passed,  would 
have  been  subject  to  the  audit  of  any  auditor  appointed 
under  stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  Now  it  is  clear  that 
the  poor  law  accounts  of  St.  Pancras  fall  within  this 
exception;  for  the  fact  that,  as  stated  in  the  return, 
auditors  have  been  appointed  previously,  under  the 
local  Act,  does  not  affect  the  power  of  the  Commis- 
sioners to  appoint  an  auditor  under  stat  4  &  5  f^  4. 
c.  76.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  You  contend  that  there 
may  be  two  auditors,  with  different  functions?]  Tcs. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     Suppose  some  of  the  functions 

(a)  *'  For  the  further  ameodment  of  the  iawi  relating  to  the  poor  ia 
EnfflantL** 
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1858.  of  the  auditor,  under  the  local  Act,  were  the  same 
Tbe  QuBBN  ^  those  of  the  auditor  under  the  general  Act.]  It  has 
Directore  of  ^^^  decided  that  in  that  case  each  must  take  an  account ; 
SlPakckas.  Regina  v.  The  Poor  Law  Commissioners  {Allstonefield 
Incorporation  (a)).  That  was  a  case  under  Gilbert's  Act 
(22  G.  3.  c.  83.);  but  the  same  principle  has  been  since 
laid  down  in  cases  where  the  parishes  were  under  local 
Acts ;  Regina  v.  Governors  of  St  Andrew  (b),  Regina  v. 
Governor  §•©.  of  Poor  of  Bristol  (c)  and  Regina  v.  Tyr- 
whitt  ((/).  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  test  appears  to 
be,  whether  the  powers  of  the  two  auditors  are  co- 
extensive. Atherton,  contrL  The  defendants  do  not 
contend  that  they  are :  they  contend  that  stat.  19  &  20 
Vict  c.  112.  s.  3.  repeals  the  exception  in  sect  197  of 
Stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.]  It  certainly  does  not  repeal 
it  expressly ;  nor  is  there  anything;  in  its  language  to 
shew  that  it  refers  at  all  to  the  auditing  of  poor  law 
accounts.  And,  if  there  were  such  a  repeal  in  terms,  the 
proviso  at  the  end,  which  excepts  from  the  operation  of 
the  section  all  powers  which,  before  stat  18  &  19  Vict. 
c.  120.,  were  vested  in  or  might  be  exercised  by  any 
'^  guardians,  governors,  trustees,  or  commissioners,"  would 
except  the  appointment  of  a  poor  law  auditor  for  this 
parish.  Secondly,  the  defendants  contend  that  the  order 
ought  to  have  been  directed  to  the  '^vestry  and  di- 
rectors,"' not  to  the  directors  only.  That  depends  upon 
what  parties,  under  the  local  Act,  are  'Ube  overseers 
or  guardians'*  of  the  parish,  to  whom,  under  stat 
4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  «.  46.,  the  order  is  to  be  directed  (e). 

(a)  WA.^E,  568.  (()  6  Q.  B,  78. 

(c)  \ZQ.B.  405.  id)  2E.^  B.  77. 

(e)  By  sect.  3  of  sUt  59  G,  3.  c.  zxzix.,  tbe  vicar  and  churchwardens 
and  certain  of  the  vestrymen  are,  with  seven  new  vestrymen,  appointed 
vestrymen  for  carrying  the  several  powers  and  authorities  of  the  Act  into 
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The  directors  represent  both  overseers  and  guardians.        1858. 
They  are,  it  is  true,  selected  by  the  vestrymen,  under    xhc  QueeiT 


V. 

Directors  of 
execation ;  and  are  to  constitute  a  select  restrj,  and,  in  addition  to  the    St.  Pakcras. 

powers  conferred  on  them  by  the  Act,  to  have  all  the  powers  of  the  former 
open  vestry,  which  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  at  large  are  to  cease  to 
exercise. 

Sect.  19  enacts  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Testrymen,  at  any  of 
their  meetings  duly  convened  for  that  purpose,  to  elect  and  appoint  one  or 
more  person  or  persons,  being  a  resident  householder  or  householders  in 
the  said  parish,  to  be  a  collector  or  collectors  of  the  rates  authorised  to  be 
made»  collected,  and  levied  by  vutue  of  the  Act ;  and  also  to  elect  and 
appoint  some  person  or  persons  to  be  treasurer  or  treasurers,  and  also  to 
elect  a  master  or  mistress  of  the  workhouse,  and  one  or  more  beadle  or 
beadles  for  the  removal  of  the  poor  from  time  to  time,  and  for  other  pur* 
poses  relative  to  the  said  poor,  and  to  the  concerns  of  the  said  parish ;  and 
also  to  elect  and  appoint  such  visitor  or  visitors,  agent  or  agents,  as  they 
shall  deem  necessary,  for  inquiring  into  the  state  and  circumstances  of  the 
poor,  dispensing  casual  relief,  and  inspecting  the  supplies  and  management 
of  the  workhouse,  under  the  special  instructions  of  the  said  vestrymen,  and 
of  the  directors  of  the  poor  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  also  to  elect  and 
appoint  some  clergyman  or  clergymen  of  the  church  of  England  to  instruct 
such  persons  as  shall  be  maintained  in  such  workhouse  in  the  principles  of 
the  established  church  of  England,  and  to  perform  the  service  of  the  said 
church  in  the  said  workhouse,  and  also  to  visit  the  sick  and  perform  other 
duties  of  his  profession  in  the  workhouse ;  and  also  to  elect  and  appoint 
such  clerk  or  clerks,  and  other  officers  and  servants  as  they  shall  deem 
necessary  for  the  execution  of  the  Act ;  and  direct  such  security  to  be 
taken  from  all  such  persons  so  elected  and  appointed,  as  the  said  vestrymen 
shall  think  proper,  for  the  due  execution  of  their  office,  and  from  time  to 
time  to  remove  such  collector  or  collectors,  treasurer  or  treasurers,  master 
or  mistress,  beadle  or  beadles,  visitor  or  visitors,  agent  or  agents,  clergyman 
or  clergymen,  clerk  or  clerks,  and  other  officers  and  servants,  at  the  will 
and  pleasure  of  them  the  said  vestrymen ;  and  out  of  the  rates  and  assess- 
ments to  be  collected  and  received  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  to  make  such 
'  allowances  by  way  of  poundage  to  the  said  collectors,  not  exceeding  4<f.  in 
the  pound  on  the  moneys  actually  collected,  for  their  trouble  in  the  collec- 
tion of  the  rates  aforesaid ;  and  also  to  allow  unto  such  master  or  mistress, 
beadle  or  beadles,  vbitor  or  visitors,  agent  or  agents,  clergyman  or  clergy- 
men, clerk  or  clerks,  and  such  other  person  or  persons,  not  being  a  treasurer 
or  treasurers,  to  be  employed  by  the  said  vestrymen  as  aforesud,  such  sala- 
ries and  other  recompense  or  remuneration  yearly  or  otherwise,  for  his,  her, 
and  their  trouble,  as  to  the  said  vestrymen  shall  seem  meet  and  reasonable. 
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1858.        ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^^^^  -^^^9  ^^^  ^^^7  ^'^^  expressly  made 
The  QuEEH     overseers  by  sect.  46 :  and  sect.  109  of  stat.  4  &  6  ^F.  4. 

Y. 

Directors  of 
Sc  PAKCRAfl.    And  from  time  to  time  to  reroke  and  coantermand,  alter  and  vary  audi 

nominations  and  appointments,  salaries  or  recompenoe,  and  make  ochen 
in  their  stead*  as  to  tbem  shall  seem  meet  and  proper ;  all  which  salaries 
and  idlowanoes  shall  be  paid  by  the  directors  thereinafter  directed  to  be 
appointed,  oat  of  the  moneys  thereinaflter  appropriated  for  that  purpose. 

Sect.  21  enacts  that  all  and  every  collector  or  eellectors  of  any  ralet^ 
assessments,  or  moneys  which  shall  hare  been  impoaed  or  levied  under  the 
authority  or  direction  of  the  former  Acts,  or  either  of  them,  or  otherwise, 
and  also  all  and  every  collector  or  collector!  of  the  several  rates  or  mscss 
ments,  and  moneys  to  be  imposed  and  levied  under  this  Act,  and  also  every 
derk,  surveyor,  inspector,  or  other  ofiBoer,  by  whom  any  moneys  shall  be  or 
have  been  received  under  the  authority  or  for  the  purposes  of  the  said 
former  Act  or  of  thia  Act,  or  otherwise,  and  also  all  and  every  surveyor 
and  surveyors  of  highways  heretofore  appointed  or  hereafter  to  bo  appointed 
within  the  said  parish,  shall,  at  all  times  when  thereunto  required  by  the 
directors  to  be  appointed  by  virtue  of  tbit  Act,  or  any  five  or  more  of  them 
respectively,  make  up  and  render  unto  the  said  directors,  at  such  of  their 
meetings  as  they  shall  direct  for  that  purpose,  a  full,  true  and  perfect 
account  in  writing,  with  all  the  necessary  vouchers  for  the  confirmatioB 
thereof,  of  all  moneys  by  such  collector  or  collectors,  derk  or  clerks,  sur- 
veyor or  surveyors,  or  other  officer  or  officers  received  for  or  on  account  of 
any  such  rates  or  assessments,  or  otherwise  as  aforesaid ;  and  such  coUectora 
shall  produce  their  respective  rate  books,  in  order  that  the  said  directors 
may  be  satisfied  as  to  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  rated  and  assessed,  reoeiv«d 
and  to  be  received,  and  may  give  such  directions  respecting  the  same  aa 
they  shall  think  proper ;  and  the  master  or  mistress  of  the  said  workhovsa 
for  the  time  being,  acting  under  the  said  former  Acts,  or  to  be  appointed 
under  this  Act,  and  each  of  them,  shall,  and  he  or  she  is  hereby  required 
once  at  least  in  every  calendar  month,  to  produce  and  lay  before  the  said 
directors  at  some  meeting,  or  before  some  committee  of  the  said  directors, 
to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  an  account  of  all  moneys  by  him  or  her 
received  and  paid  in  the  course  of  the  preceding  month,  or  at  any  time 
since  such  account  shall  have  been  last  required  and  made  out,  and  also  a 
true  and  distinct  account  of  the  number  of  persons  in  the  said  workhouse^ 
distinguishing  their  age  and  sex,  and  how  such  persons  respoctivaly  an 
employed,  and  how  much  money  has  been  earned  by  the  labour  of  the  said 
poor  in  the  preceding  month,  or  since  the  last  preceding  account ;  and 
what  quantity  of  provisions,  distinguishing  every  kind  in  weight  or  valae^ 
and  also  of  beer,  wine  and  spirits,  has  been  brought  and  delivered,  and  bf 
what  tradesman  or  tradesmen,  into  the  said  workhouse  within  the  said  pre- 
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c.  76.  defines  ''guardian"  as  meaning  and  including        1858. 
''any  visitor,  governor,  director^  manager,  acting  guar-    The  Queen 

T. 

Directors  of 
oediog  month  or  other  period  of  time ;  end  all  end  every  tnch  agent  or    St.  Vaucram, 

agents,  nsitor  or  Tisitora,  as  aforesaid,  acting  under  the  said  former  Acts, 

or  to  be  appointed  ander  this  Act,  shall,  and  he  and  they  is  and  are  hereby 

fequired,  at  each  and  every  weekly  or  other  adjourned  meeting  of  the  said 

direotors,  to  produce  his,  her,  or  their  respeetiTe  books  before  the  said 

directors,  in  order  that  the  same  may  be  inspected  and  examined  by  them, 

and  to  give  an  account  of  all  such  moneys  by  such  visitor  or  visitors,  agent 

or  agents  respectively,  received  and  paid  in  the  course  of  the  preceding 

week ;  and  such  collectors,  clerks,  surveyors,  inspectors,  agents,  visitors, 

and  other  officers,  and  master  and  mistress  as  aforesaid  respectively,  shall 

and  they  are  hereby  required,  within  ten  days  after  they  shall  respectively 

quit  their  office,  to  deliver  up  to  the  said  directors  all  books,  papers  and 

writings  in  their  hands  necessary  to  illustrate  their  accounts,  or  which  may 

be  demanded  or  required  by  the  said  directors,  or  any  committee  of  them 

authoriied  for  that  purpose,  and  to  pay  over  to  the  said  directors,  or  to  the 

treasurer,  all  and  every  such  balance  of  moneys  as  shall  then  appear  to 

be  and  remain  in  thev  hands  respectively  by  virtue  of  their  respective 

offices :   Provided  always,  that  all  the  officers  acting  under  the  said  former 

Acts  shall  account  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  said  Acts,  as  applicable 

to  their  respective  cases,  in  the  meantime  and  until  the  meetings  of  the 

directors  mider  this  Act  shall  commence :    Provided  also,  that  all  books, 

papers  and  documents  heretofore  possessed  or  kept  by  the  vestry  clerk  of 

the  said  parish,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  relative  to  the  affairs  or 

ooBoema  of  the  open  vestry  of  the  said  parish,  shall  at  such  time  after  the 

passing  of  this  Act  as  the  said  vestrymen  or  any  five  of  them  shall  require, 

be  delivered  up  to  the  said  vestrymen  or  such  person  or  persons  as  they  shall 

for  that  purpose  appoint. 

Sect.  32  provides  for  proceedings  before  justices,  upon  complaint  of  the 
direetofi^  against  officers  who  refuse  to  account. 

By  sect.  26  the  treasurer  is  to  pay  money  received  by  him  under  the 
Act  according  to  the  order  of  the  directors. 

Sects.  26 — 40  provide,  among  other  things,  for  the  appointment  by  the 
vestrymen  of  churchwardens,  sidesmen,  surveyors  of  highways,  constables, 
sexton»  and  inspectors  of  vreights  and  measures :  and  prescribe  their  powers 
and  duties. 

Sect.  41  enaots  that  the  vestrymen  shall,  at  their  first  meeting  under  the 
Act,  or  at  some  special  meeting  to  be  holden  as  therein  directed,  nominate 
and  appoint  forty  poraons,  being  vestrymen  of  the  parish,  to  be  and  be  called 
directors  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  for  carrying  into  execution  the  several 
powers  given  and  entrusted  to  them  by  this  Act :  which  directors  are  to 
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1858.        dian,  vestryman^  or  other  officer  in  a  parish  or  union. 

The  QuBEN     appointed  or  entitled  to  act  as  a  manager  of  the  poor,  and 

V.  ^ 

Directors  of 
St.  Panckab.    continue  in  office  for  one  year  and  until  the  appointment  of  their  tuccessors, 

to  be  made  in  like  manner  annually. 

'  Sect.  42  enacts  that  the  Ticar  and  churchwardens  are  to  be  directors  in 

addition  to  the  forty. 

Sect.  46  enacts  that  the  directors  and  their  successors  shall  and  may 
exercise  all  the  powers  and  authorities  which  overseers  of  the  poor  are  or 
shall  be  by  law  authorized  to  exercise ;  but  such  directors  shall,  at  their 
first  meeting  after  their  appointment,  annually  elect  two  or  more  fit  and 
proper  persons,  to  be  "  nominal  orerFecrs  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,"  to 
be  nominated  and  confirmed  by  two  justices ;  and  when  and  as  soon  as  such 
appointment  and  confirmation  shall  have  taken  place,  such  nominal  over- 
seers shall  and  may  institute  or  defend  any  appeal  under  any  orders  of 
removal,  and  issue  or  receive  any  notices  respecting  the  same,  as  overseers 
of  the  poor  are,  by  any  laws  in  force  or  efiect,  empowered  or  required  to 
do :  and  all  notices  and  applications,  directed  by  any  Act  or  Acts  of  Par- 
liament or  otherwise,  to  be  given  or  made  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  with 
respect  to  the  care  and  management  or  removal  of  the  poor,  or  for  any 
other  purposes,  shall  be  given  and  made  to  such  nominal  overseers :  but  in 
case  any  orders  or  notices  shall  happen  by  mutake  to  be  given  or  sent  to 
any  churchwarden,  or  to  the  clerk  or  clerks  of  the  said  vestrymen  at  the 
«ud  parish,  the  same  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  given  to  such 
nominal  overseers ;  and  such  churchwarden,  clerk  or  clerks,  shall  forthwith 
deliver  the  same  to  such  nominal  overseers,  or  one  of  them,  or  to  the  agent 
or  visitor  of  the  poor  for  the  time  being,  to  be  appointed  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  or  shall  forfeit  40«.  for  his  neglect :  provided  always,  that  when 
such  visitor  or  visitors,  agent  or  agents,  shall  be  nominated  and  appointed 
as  aforesaid,  neither  the  churchwardens  nor  overseers  of  the  said  parish 
shall  interfere  or  intermeddle  in  or  with  the  care  or  management  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  in  any  case  other  than  under  the  orders  of  the  said 
directors,  at  their  public  meeting  or  meetings  respectively.  Provided  also, 
that  such  nominal  overseers,  and  such  agents  or  visitors  as  aforesaid,  shall 
severally  and  respectively  act  in  all  things  under  the  control  and  direction 
of  the  said  directors. 

By  sects.  48,  49,  the  directors  are  empowered  to  make  contracts  for  the 
workhouse,  and  for  goods,  provisions  &c.  for  muntaining,  clothing  and 
employing  the  poor  in  the  workhouse,  and  for  lodging,  maintaining  and 
employing  the  poor ;  and  to  pay  or  order  payment  under  these  contracts. 

By  sect.  53  the  goods,  provisions,  clothes  &c.  for  the  poor  are  vested  in 
the  directors. 

Sect.  55  enacts  that  ail  overseers  of  the  poor,  constables,  beadles,  and 


XXL  VICTORIA.  593 

in  the  distribution  or  ordering  of  the  relief  to  the  poor        1858. 
from  the  poor  rate,  under  any  general  or  local  Act  of    The  Queen 

V. 

■  """""—^  Directors  of 


other  parish  officers  for  the  time  being,  except  the  churchwardens  and    St.  Paucbas. 
sidesmen^  are  to  assist  the  directors,  and  obej  their  warrants  and  orders,  on 
pftin  of  a  penalty  to  be  recovered  before  a  justice. 

By  sect  56  the  directors  are  to  provide  a  convenient  stock  of  materials 
for  employing  the  poor. 

By  sect.  57  the  directors  are  to  take  bonds  for  the  due  performance  of 
offices,  and  for  other  purposes:  and  bonds  already  given  to  the  church- 
wardens, overseers,  or  other  parish  officers,  are  vested  in,  and  may  be  sued 
on  by,  the  directors. 

They  are  also  empowered  to  remove  vagabonds  («.  59.);  to  take  up 
vagrants  («.  61.);  to  grant  out-door  relief  (<.  62.);  to  punish  disorderly 
poor,  and  reward  industrious  poor  (•«.  63.,  64.) ;  and  to  bind  children 
apprentices  («.  66.). 

Sect.  69  enacts  that  the  vestrymen,  at  a  meeting  convened  after  due 
notice,  are  to  make  one  or  more  such  general  rate  or  rates,  assessment  or 
assessments,  as,  by  the  several  laws  in  force  and  effect,  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  now  are,  or  shall  or  may,  or  could  or  might,  be 
enabled  or  empowered  to  make,  as  the  said  vestrymen  shall  judge  or 
determine  to  be  necessary  in  or  towards  the  relief  and  maintenance  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  other  the  several  purposes  that  are,  as 
well  in  this  Act,  as  also  in  the  several  laws  in  force  and  effect  touching 
and  concerning  the  relief  and  maintenance  of  the  poor,  or  in  anywise 
relating  thereto,  particularly  mentioned ;  and  for  paying  all  such  sums 
of  money  as  by  any  law  in  force  and  effect  are  directed  to  be  paid  out 
of  any  rate  or  rates  made  or  to  be  made  for  the  relief  and  maintenance 
of  the  poor:  and  that  all  moneys  arising  by  such  rates  or  assessments 
shall  be  and  are  thereby  vested  in  the  said  directors ;  and  that  such 
moneys,  together  with  all  arrears  due  upon  former  rates  and  assessments,  as 
well  in  the  sinking  fund  rate  as  otherwise,  shall  be  applied  and  disposed 
of;  first,  in  payment  of  all  the  costs,  charges  and  expences  of  collecting, 
levying,  recovering  and  managing  the  said  rates,  assessments  and  moneys 
respectively ;  and  secondly,  in  making  such  appropriations  for  the  expences 
of  keeping  highways  in  repair  as  hereinafter  mentioned ;  and  afterwards 
the  overplus  shall  be  applied  to,  for  and  towards  the  relief  and  maintenance 
of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  for  the  several  other  purposes  of  this 
Act,  and  other  purposes  mentioned  and  described  in  the  several  laws  in 
force  and  effect  touching  or  concerning  the  relief  and  maintenance  of  the 
poor,  or  in  anywise  relating  thereto ;  and  for  paying  all  such  sums  of  money 
as  by  any  law  in  force  and  effect  are  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  any  rate  or 
rates  made  for  the  relief  and  maintenance  of  the  poor. 

E.   B.   &   E.  2   Q 
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1858.  Parliament''  The  rates  under  the  local  Act,  although 
The  Quntf  levied  by  the  vestiy,  are,  bj  sect  69,  Tested  in  the  <ltr 
Dhcetonof  reotOTB;  and  the  application  of  part  of  the  money  as  a 
poor  law  fimd  is  also  given  jto  them.  In  fact,  aecta.  48, 
49,  53,  56,  59,  61 — 69,  give  to  the  directors  all  the 
executive  powers  of  overseers  under  stat  43  EBz,  e.  2. 
$.  1.  The  defendants  will  probably  rely  on  sect  19, 
which  gives  the  vestry  power  to  appoint,  and  ^ allow" 
salaries  to,  collectors,  visitors,  clerks,  and  other  ofBceis 
for  the  parish.  But,  by  sect  19,  all  those  oflBcers  are 
to  be  under  the  controul  of  the  directors,  and  are  to  be 
paid  by  them.  Moreover,  the  functions  cS  those  officers 
are  not  those  of,  or  analogous  to  those  of,  an  auditor  of 
the  poor  law  accounts :  and,  at  all  events,  the  power  to 
appoint  such  auditor  cannot  be,  as  the  defendants  con- 
tend, in  the  directors  and  vestry  jointly :  it  is  either  in 
the  vestry  alone,  under  sect  19,  or  in  the  directors,  by 
the  general  eflFect  of  the  Act 

Atherion,  contrit  The  return  is  good.  First,  the 
Commissioners  have  now  no  power  to  order  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  poor  law  auditor  for  the  parish.  The  auditors 
of  accounts  for  the  parish,  elected  by  the  new  vestry, 
ander  sect  11  of  stat  18  &  19  VicL  e.  120.,  are  now 
invested  with  all  the  functions  of  the  auditors  formerly 


Bj  «ect'  70  ike  diieetoct  we  empowered  to  appropriate  a  eertatn  portion 
of  tbe  poor  rates  to  the  repair  of  the  higawayt. 

Bj  sect  71  the  collectorB  appointed  bj  the  vestrjmen  are  to  have  power 
to  lety  the  ratea,  and  to  execote  distress  warraats. 

Sect  83  enacts  that  saeh  ie§ttymta  m  enrj  year  aa  have  iio(  been 
directors  for  the  past  year  shall  elect  a  committee  of  not  less  than  seven, 
nor  more  than  eleven,  of  such  vestrymen  to  audit  the  accounts  of  the 
directors  of  the  past  year ;  and,  if  they  disapprove  of  any  parts,  to  bring 
them,  by  appeal,  before  the  next  quarter  sessions. 
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appointed  under  the  local  Act.  The  proviso  in  sect.  197  185i. 
of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  12ay  which  exempts  from  the  xbeQuunr 
jurisdiction  of  the  parish  auditors  all  accounts  which,  if  D\j,J^ian  of 
that  Act  had  not  been  passed,  would  have  been  subject  ^-  Pahceas. 
to  the  audit  of  the  auditor  under  stat  4  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76., 
is  founded  upon  the  exclusion,  in  sect.  90,  of  the  powers 
and  authorities  relating  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  new  vestry.  Then,  sect.  3  of  stat. 
19  &  20  Ftct  c.  112.,  which  adds  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
such  vestry  all  the  duties  and  powers  relating  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  which  might  have  been  performed  by 
any  vestry  at  the  time  of  the  framing  of  stat.  18  &  19 
Vid.  e.  120.,  practically  repeals  the  proviso  in  sect.  197 
of  that  Act,  and  brings  the  accounts  relating  to  such 
relief  also  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  parish  auditors. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  proviso  is  very  express  and 
pointed :  it  surely  cannot  be  repealed  by  the  general  en- 
actment of  sect  3.  Crompton  J.  I  do  not  see  that  either 
section  touches  the  appointment  of  the  poor  law  auditor.] 
As  to  the  argument  that  the  appointment  of  a  poor  law 
auditor  for  this  parish  is  within  the  exceptions  of  the 
proviso  in  sect.  3  of  stat  19  &  20  Vict  c  112.,  it  is  not 
inconsistent  that  the  directors  should  still  preserve  this 
power  under  the  local  Act,  and  yet  that  the  new  vestry 
^ould  have  wider  functions. 

Secondly,  the  order,  if  it  could  have  been  made  at  all, 
should  have  been  directed  to  the  **  vestry  and  directors.  ** 
The  local  Act  contemplates  the  joint  action  of  the  two, 
as  guardians  of  the  poor,  inasmuch  as  it  ve^^  in  each 
certain  powers  for  that  purpose,  which  it  does  not  vest  in 
the  other.  For  instance,  by  sect  19  of  the  local  Act, 
the  vestrymen  are  to  appoint  visitors  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  who  are  to  act  under  the  special  instructions  of  the 

2  Q  2 
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1858.  vestrymen  and  directors  jointly.  [^Crompton  J.  By  sect 
Th«  QuBSN  ^^  ^'^^y  *^^^>  ^  regards  their  accounts^  to  be  nnder  the 
IMrectors  of  ^'ontroal  of  the  directors.]  But  the  vestrymen  have  the 
*T.  Pahcbas.  appointment  and  removal  of  them.  Sect.  46  enacts  that 
the  directors  are  to  be  the  ** overseers'*  of  the  poor:  but 
that  clearly  means,  subject  to  the  whole  Act ;  and,  under 
the  whole  Act,  some  of  the  powers  relating  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor  are  in  the  vestry  alone.  Sect  69,  which  em- 
powers the  vestry  to  make  rates,  is  important  as  shewing 
the  nature  of  the  functions  to  be  exercised  by  the  vestry ; 
for  the  making  rates  is  peculiarly  the  office  of  overseers 
and  guardians.  The  vestry,  therefore,  under  the  local  Act, 
having  some  powers,  and  the  directors  others,  which  are 
not  possessed  by  both,  the  management  was,  before  the 
passing  of  stats.  18  &  19  Vict.  e.  120.  and  19  &  20  Vict 
c.  112.,  in  that  vestry  and  the  directors  jointly,  and  is, 
since  these  Acts,  in  the  new  vestry  and  the  directors 
jointly,  the  new  vestry  having  been  substituted  by  these 
Acts  for  the  old.  The  Commissioners,  by  directing  their 
order  to  one  of  the  two  only,  alter  the  relations  of  the 
local  authorities  of  the  parish ;  and  the  order  is  therefore 
bad ;  RegiTia  v.  Amtt*  L(xfo  Commissioners^  in  re  8t,  Giles 
and  St  'O^org€'(i^).  [L^ird  Campbell  C.  J*  Have  the 
vestryman  here^  Ander  the  local  Actj  any  power  to  ap- 
point auditors  F[}  By  sect  63  the  vestrymen  are  to  ap- 
point ftilditors  fot<  auditing  the  accounts  of  tin*  directors. 
Tbat'Bt  lea^  shews  that  an  order  to  appoint  an  auditor 
ought  not  to  beaddli^efibed  to  the  directors  alone. 

Tomlinsony  in  reply^  was  stopped 

Lord   Campbell  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

(a)  17  0.  ir.  445. 
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return  is  bad.  The  Commissioners  clearly  have  the  1959, 
power  here  to  order  the  appointment  of  a  poor  law  ~xhe  Qubsv 
auditor,  unless  sect.  3  of  stat.  19  &  20  Fkt  c.  112.  DjpJi'o^of 
repeals  the  proviso  in  sect.  197  of  stat.  18  &  19  Fict.  St.P^cra^ 
e,  120.  It  seems  to  me  impossible  to  put  such  a  con- 
struction upon  the  former  section.  The  proviso  in 
fleet  197  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vtct  c.  120.  excludes  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  auditors  under  that  Act  all  ac- 
^oants  which,  before  the  passing  of  that  Act,  would  have 
been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an  auditor  under  stat. 
4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.  That  proviso  appears  to  me  to  be 
quite  untouched  by  sect  3  of  the  supplemental  Act. 
The  powers,  therefore,  of  the  auditors  under  stat,  18  &  19 
FicL  c.  120.  and  of  those  under  stot.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  7P. 
are  not  coextensive ;  and  therefore  the  Commissioners 
have  power  to  order  the  appointment  of  the  aaditors 
of  the  poor  law  accounts.  I  also  think  that  their  order 
is  properly  directed.  It  is  unnecessary  to  go  through 
the  various  sections  of  the  local  Act.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  order  must  be  directed  to  the  directors;  but  it 
is  contended  that  it  ought  to  be  directed  to  the  vestry- 
men also.  I  am  unable  to  gather  from  the  local  Act 
any  thing  to  shew  that  the  duties  and  authorities  re- 
lating to  the  management  and  relief  of  the  poor  are 
vested  jointly  in  the  vestrymen  and  the  directors*  I 
think  those  duties  and  authorities  are  vested  In  the 
directors  alone ;  they  were  intended  to  be  the  executive 
officers  in  the  management  and  relief  of  the  poor;  and 
it  would  be  quite  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  the 
parish  if  the  order  were  directed  otherwise  than  to  them 
alone. 

(Coleridge  J.  was  absent) 
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1858.  £Bi«B  J*    Z  abo  am  of  opinion  that  jodgment  ghoold 

The  Quuif  ^  ^^  ^  Crown.  Begma  t.  TA*  Poor  Law  Camnduumen 
Direct'  of  (^^^'^^^'''^^  Incorporation)  (a),  Regina  ▼.  Gavemort  of  St 
St.Pavcbas.  j4iuA*tftr(d),  and  the  other  cases  cited,  shew  that  the  power 
of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  under  stat.  4  &  6  fV,  4. 
e,  76.,  to  direct  the  appointment  of  a  poor  law  auditor  was 
not  affected  by  the  existence  of  a  power  in  the  parish, 
under  a  local  Act,  to  appoint  an  auditor  of  the  parish 
accounts,  if  the  functions  of  the  two  classes  of  auditors 
were  not  coextensive.  That  power,  therefore,  exists 
here,  unless  it  has  been  taken  away  by  stat.  18  &  19 
VicL  e.  120.  or  the  amending  Act,  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  112. 
Now  the  proviso  in  sect.  197  of  the  former  Act  ex- 
pressly excludes  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  auditors 
appointed  under  it  poor  law  accounts  within  the  juris- 
diction of  an  auditor  under  stat  4  &  5  ^  4.  e.  76. ; 
and  therefore  the  poor  law  accounts  of  this  parish.  It 
is  contended  that  this  proviso  is  practically  repealed  by 
sect  3  of  stat  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  112.  But  I  can  see 
nothing  in  that  section  which  can  properly  be  construed 
as  enacting  or  effecting  such  a  repeaL  Then,  is  the 
order  properly  directed  ?  Sect.  46  of  stat  4  &  5  W.A. 
c  76.  provides  that  it  is  to  be  directed  to  *'  the  overseers 
or  guardians"  of  the  parish.  Are  the  directors  under 
this  local  Act  ^guardians,*^  or  '^ overseers,"  or  both? 
They  are  constituted  overseers  by  sect.  46  of  that  Act ; 
and  sect  109  of  stat.  4  &  5  W.4.  c.  76.  clearly  brings 
them  within  the  deBnition  of  '^  guardians."  I  have 
attended  carefully  to  the  argument  that  the  order  should 
have  been  directed  to  the  vestry  and  directors  jointly ; 
but  I  can  find  nothing  in  the  local  Act  to  shew  that  the 

(a)  W  A.^  E.  558.  (b)  6  Q.  B.  78. 
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VGsti^men  have  the  duties  and  authorities  of  guardians       1858. 
and  overseers  jointly  with  the  directors:  at  all  events    TheQuEiuf 
there  is  not  evidence  of  such  joint  authority  sufficient  to     Directors  of 
warrant  us  in  saying  that  the  order  should  be  directed  ^^-  ^^^^^ 
to  both  vestrymen  and  directors. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  Com- 
missioners have  the  power  to  appoint  a  poor  law  auditor, 
notwithstanding  that  the  vestry  have  power,  under  a 
local  Act,  to  appoint  a  parish  auditor ;  that  this  power 
is  expressly  preserved  under  the  proviso  in  sect  197  of 
Stat  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.;  and  that  this  proviso  is  not 
repealed  by  sect  3  of  stat  19  &  20  VicL  c.  112.,  the 
efiect  of  which  is  merely  to  place  the  new  vestry  in  the 
position  of  the  old.  Then,  as  to  the  direction  of  the 
order,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  looking  at  the  local  Act 
and  at  sect  109  of  stat.  4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  76.,  that  the 
directors  are  the  parties  who  occupy  the  position  of 
guardians  and  overseers  of  the  parish,  and  that  the  order 
is  rightly  directed  to  them  alone.  The  vestrymen,  no 
doubt,  are,  under  the  local  Act,  to  do  certain  matters 
which  are  within  the  province  of  overseers,  as,  for  in- 
stance, to  make  rates :  but  it  is  clear  that,  as  regards  the 
practical  management  and  administration  of  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  the  directors  are  practically  the  guardians 
and  overseers. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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The   QcEEX   against   The   Great    Westess 

Railway  Co3ipaxy. 


g^»^  A  PPEAL  bv  The  Great  Westtrm  Raihcay  Omipamy 

LoqlMitMge  against  a  rate  made  bj  the  Testnr  of  the  pariah  of 

(18  &  19  fki.    PaddimgioR  in  MiddlaeXj  on  7th  Odoberj  1856,  wheiebj 

the  Companj  were  asgesBcJ  at  6dL  in  the  poand  for  Poor, 


161,  tW 
oal J  rates 
wUditW 


to 


srea 


IdL  for  Lighting,  ZyU  for  General,  \d.  for  Seweis;  the 
whole  aasemnent  amoonting  to  10002.  (dy    Bj  conaent, 
and  bj  order  of  Ccieridge  J.,  a  case  was  stated  for  the 
a  Iwfating  rate,  opinion  of  the  Coort,  in  sobstance  as  follows. 

andaeeaeral 

The  Great  fTestem  Raibcay  Campamg  are  the  owneis 
and  occupiers  of  land  and  property  in  the  parish  of 
Paddingtam,  parts  of  which  constitute  their  principal 
terminus  in  London^  and  other  parts  of  which  are  used 
as  and  for  a  railway,  baring  lines  of  rails  thereon.  The 
property  consists  of  the  railway,  and  abo  of  erections 


rata:  and  oo 
ocber  rates  bat 
the  sewerage 
aod  ligliting 
rates  can  be 
Bade  inde- 
pendeotl J  of 
aod  distinct 
froai  sncb 
general  rate. 

Bj  a  load 
Act  (5  G.  4. 

e.  rziTi.),  all  bcreditaments  whatsoever  in  the  parish  of  P. 
and  the  same  scale  to  poor  rates :  bat,  in  respect  of  paring,  watching  aad  lighting  rates 
nnder  the  Act,  premiies  unoccopied,  or  in  certain  stages  only  of  conplctioii,  were  to  be 
asMssed  rrspectirel  j  at  certain  lower  rates  than  the  rest. 

Held  that,  under  sect.  161  of  The  Metropolis  Local  3faBageflMnt  Aet»  which  utwidga 
that  the  several  rates  onder  that  Act  shall  be  Hsewrd  upon  im  tame  principle  as  tte  poor 
rates  in  each  respective  parish,  all  hereditaBents  in  P.  were  rateable  upon  ose  tcala^ 
any  exemptioo. 


(•) 


Kmeof 

K«a>e  ! 

Name  oC           DcKripdcn  of       LJ!^}^  Bateable 
Uwner.           Propotj  rated.       ^fj^Jf,  ▼•»»«. 

p«t>. 

Poor 
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ugfatfair 
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1 
Qcacial 
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1 

TkeOremi 
Watfrm 
Bmilwmm 

The  Oreat     Tbe  whole  of  Um 
We%i€rm         nilwcjr  aUtlon. 
Rnawnf        landft.  boOdings.      > 
CvmpuMjf. .    and  works  finiflh«d 
and  anfiaUhtdon 
8€piemt6€r  iid, 
1«56. 
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and  buildings  embracing  the  general  offices  of  the  Com- 
panj^  booking  offices,  platforms,  and  the  usual  accom- 
paniments of  a  railway  station  for  conducting  a  large 
traffic  in  passengers  and  goods.  There  are  also  un- 
finished buildings  intended  for  warehouses  for  goods; 
and  some  buildings  which,  though  finished,  have  not 
yet  been  occupied  or  used.  Some  portion  of  the  land 
and  railway,  and  some  of  the  buildings  and  erections, 
are  not  situate  in  any  street,  square,  lane  or  place  which 
18  paved,  repaired,  cleansed  or  lighted  by  virtue  of  the 
local  Act  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  have  no  ground 
paved  or  to  be  paved  belonging  to  or  lying  before  their 
fronts  or  sides.  Other  portions  of  the  land  and  railway, 
and  other  buildings  and  erections,  are  situated  in  places 
paved,  repaired,  cleansed  and  lighted  under  the  Act, 
but  have  no  ground  paved  or  to  be  paved  belonging  to 
or  lying  before  their  fronts  and  sides :  and  other  build- 
ings are  situated  in  places  paved,  repaired,  cleansed  and 
lighted  under  the  said  Act,  having  ground  belonging  to 
them  and  lying  before  the  fironts  and  sides  of  such 
buildings,  and  between  such  buildings  and  such  places, 
paved  &c.  as  aforesaid.  Of  each  of  these  classes  of 
buildings  some  are  covered  in  and  some  are  not  covered 
in.  Other  buildings  of  the  Company  are  entirely  fin- 
ished and  ready  for  occupation,  but  are  empty,  unte- 
nanted and  unoccupied.  The  whole  land,  railway, 
buildings  and  erections  form  one  continuous  set  of  pre- 
mises used  as  the  railway  terminus;  but  some  of  the 
buildings  are  separate  and  distinct  from  one  another. 

In  the  said  assessment  the  various  rates  are  placed  in 
different  columns :  but  there  has  not  been  kept  a  distinct 
rate  for  lighting  and  watching,  the  expences  of  watching 
having  been  carried  into  the  rate  for  general  puriK)se8. 


1858. 

The  QuEEiv 
Great 

WE8TEBN 

Railway 
Company. 


602 


TRINITY  TERM. 


1858. 

The  Queen 

T. 

Great 

We8T£&K 

Railway 
Company. 


The  whole  of  the  land  and  railway,  and  the  buildings^ 
whether  finished  or  unfinished,  and  occupied  or  anoc- 
cuptedy  are  included  in  the  said  assessment,  and  are 
rated  at  the  same  sum  in  the  pound  in  all  the  said  rates; 
and  no  distinction  is  made  between  any  class ;  nor,  in 
the  watching  and  lighting  rate,  is  any  distinction  or 
difference  made  with  reference  to  such  of  the  unfinished 
buildings  as  are  covered  in  or  not  covered  in. 

The  parish  of  Paddington  is  regulated  by  a  local  Act, 
6  G,  4.  c.  cxxvi.  (o),  a  copy  of  which  accompanied  this 
case  and  was  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof,  as  also  was 
the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act.  By  the  112th 
and  115th  sections  of  the  first  mentioned  Act  the  vestry 
are  empowered  to  make  certain  rates;  and  by  the  114th 
section  it  is  enacted  **  that  the  rates  and  assessments  so 
to  be  made  under  the  authori^  of  this  Act  shall  be 
distinguished  according  to  the  objects  and  purposes 
thereof,  and  separate  and  distinct  accounts  kept  thereof; 
provided  nevertheless,  that  separate  and  distinct  rates  and 
assessments  may  be  made  for  the  repairs  of  the  highways 
within  the  said  parish,  or  for  any  purposes  relating  to 
such  highways,  and  for  paving  and  keeping  in  repair  the 
pavements  of  the  paved  streets,  squares,  and  wi^s  within 
the  said  parish,  or  one  entire  rate  may  be  made  to  in- 
clude all  the  said  objects,  as  the  sud  vestrymen  in  their 
discretion  shall  think  best;  provided  also,  that  the  rates 
for  watching  and  lighting  the  roads,  streets,  ways,  and 

(«)  Local  and  personal,  public :  "  For  better  goreraing  and  regulating 
the  partth  of  BadHmgUm  in  the  ooontj  of  Middkaats  for  paring,  lightiBg 
and  watching  tnch  parts  of  the  said  parish  as  nuiy  be  iwceasaiy,  and  for 
other  purposes  relating  to  those  objects ;  and  (or  altering  and  amending 
several  Acts  pasted  in  the  28th,  3dd  and  50th  years  of  the  reign  of  His 
late  Mi^jcsty  King  Georpt  the  Third,  for  rebuilding  the  chnrcb  andtvlafgnig 
the  churchyard  of  the  said  parish." 
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places  within  the  said  parish  shall  always  be  kept  dis- 
tinct from  any  other  rate  or  rates." 

By  the  1 18th  section  it  is  enacted  **  that  all  and  every 
soch  rates  and  assessments  as  are  hereinbefore  directed 
to  be  made  (except  any  such  rate  or  rates  for  watching 
and  lighting)  shall  be  made  to  comprize  and  charge  all 
chapels,  meeting  houses,  markets,  warehouses,  and  all  other 
public  buildings  whatsoever,  charged  or  not  charged  to 
the  land  tax,  and  all  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  coach- 
houses, stables,  cellars,  vaults,  buildings,  workshops, 
manu&ctories,  gardens,  grounds,  wharfs,  landing  places, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  and 
also  all  parts  and  portions  of  any  houses,  buildings, 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  being  separate 
tenements,  situated,  lying,  and  being  within  the  said 
parish ;  and  such  rate  or  rates  for  watching  and  lighting 
shall  comprise  and  charge  all  chapels,  meeting  houses, 
markets,  warehouses,  and  all  other  public  buildings 
whatsoever,  charged  or  not  charged  to  the  land  tax,  and 
all  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  coachhouses,  stables,  cel- 
lars, vaults,  buildings,  workshops,  manufactories,  gardens, 
grounds,  wharfs,  landing  places,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments whatsoever,  and  all  parts  and  portions  of  any 
houses  or  buildings  being  separate  tenements^  but  shall 
not  comprise  or  include  any  arable  or  pasture  land ;  and 
all  moneys  arising  by  such  rates  or  assessments  as  afore- 
said shall  be  and  are  hereby  vested  in  the  said  vestry ; 
and  such  moneys^  together  with  all  arrears  due  upon 
any  former  rates  or  assessments  within  the  said  parish, 
shall  be  applied  and  disposed  of,  first  in  payment  of  all 
the  costs,  charges  and  expences  of  collecting,  levying, 
recovering,  and  managing  the  said  rates,  assessments 
and  moneys  respectively  (each  separate  rate  bearing  its 
own  expences),  and  secondly,  as  to  such  of  the  said 
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18/)8.        nites  as  eball  be  in  the  nature  of  poor*s  rates,  church 
The  Qubbh"  "^^^  composition  for  statute   duty,   or  rates  in  lieu 
▼•  thereof,  the  same  shall  be  applied  for  such  purposes  and 

WsmRH  in  such  manner  as  poor  rates,  church  rates,  and  compo- 
Compuij.  sitions  for  statute  duty  are  and  shall  be  respectively 
applicable  by  this  Act  or  by  any  other  law  or  laws  now 
in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  enacted,  and  as  to  such  other 
rates  or  assessments  as  aforesaid,  for  such  purposes  as 
the  same  shall  be  intended  and  imposed  to  answer^  or 
to  which  the  same  are  hereby  made  applicable :  provided 
always,  that  in  case  any  person  or  persons  shall  think 
himself,  herself,  or  themselves  aggrieved  by  any  such 
rate  or  assessment  so  to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  he,  she  or 
they  shall  appeal  therefrom  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
directed :  provided  also,  that  every  rate  which  shall  be 
so  made  or  assessed  for  the  purposes  originally  provided 
for  by  the  said  Acts  of  the  twenty  eighth,  thirty  third 
and  fiftieth  years  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Third, 
or  any  of  them,  shall,  in  the  first  place,  be  applicable 
(after  payment  of  the  necessary  expences  of  collection 
and  management)  to  or  for  the  payment  of  such  principal 
moneys  and  interest  and  annuities  as  have  been  here- 
tofore borrowed  md  secured  and  granted  under  the 
authority  of  the  said  three  former  Acts  or  any  of  them, 
(according  to  the  tenor  and  efiect  of  the  securities 
which  have  been  given  io  the  persons  of  whom  such 
moneys  vrere  borrowed,  and  to  whom  such  annuities 
were  granted)^  in  such  course  and  order  as  such  persons 
respectively  were  heretofore  entitled  to  have  the  rates 
and  assessments  under  the  said  former  Acts  applied*" 

By  the  123d  section  it  is  enacted  "thai  where  any 
of  the  houses,  shops,  warehouses^  coachhouses^  stable^ 
cellan^  vaults,  buildings,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
shall  at  the  time  of  making  any  of  the  said  rates  or 
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aBsesements  be  empty  and  untenanted  or  unoccupied, 
then  and  in  every  such  case  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful 
for  the  said  vestry  to  rate  and  assess  such  premises  re- 
^ctively  at  one  half  of  such  rates  or  assessments,  save 
and  except  any  rate  or  rates  for  the  relief  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  poor^  and  any  rate  or  rates  in  the  nature 
of  church  rates,  during  the  time  only  that  such  premises 
shall  be  empty,  untenanted,  or  unoccupied ;  and  also  in 
case  any  such  premises,  after  the  making  of  such  rate  or 
rates,  assessment  or  assessments,  shall  become  empty, 
untenanted,  or  unoccupied,  one  half  only  of  such  rates 
and  assessments,  except  as  before  excepted,  shall  be 
charged  on  such  premises  respectively,  for  and  during  so 
long  a  time  as  the  same  shall  continue  empty,  unte- 
nanted and  unoccupied;  and  then  and  in  any  of  the 
said  cases  the  said  rate  or  rates,  assessment  or  assess* 
raents,  and  all  arrears  due  thereon,  shall  be  paid  by  the 
owner  or  owners,   proprietor  or  proprietors,  lessee  or 
lessees,  or  by  the  first  or  any  other  tenant  or  occupier 
thereof;  and  in  which  last  case  such  tenant  or  tenants, 
occupier  or  occupiers,  shall  and  may  and  is  and  are 
hereby  authorized  to  deduct  and  retain  the  same  out 
of  his,  her  or  their  rent  or  rents  respectively ;  and  the 
landlord  or  landlords,  owner  or  owners,  of  such  premises, 
is  and  are  hereby  required  to  allow  such  deduction  and 
payment,  upon  receipt  of  the  residue  of  his,  her,  or  their 
respective  rents;  and  the  said  tenant  or  tenants,  occu- 
pier or  occupiers,  shall  be  and  is  and  are  hereby  ac- 
quitted and  discharged  of  and  fix>m  so  much  df  his,  her, 
or  their  rent,  as  the  rate  or  ratesj  assessment  or  assess- 
ments, and  all  arrears  due  thereon,  and  so  paid  by  him, 
her,  or  them,  shall  amount  to." 

By  the  I32d  section  it  is  enacted  that  <<  whereas  it 
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has  happened  and  may  happen  that  hooses  and  other 
buildings  within  the  said  parish  have  been  or  may  be 
began  to  be  batit,  but  not  finished  nor  let,  and  it  is 
reasonable  that  such  houses  and  buildings  should  be 
rated  and  assessed  for  the  purpose  of  paving,  watchii^ 
and  lighting;  be  it  therefore  further  enacted,  that  until 
such  houses  or  other  buildings  which  now  are  or  here* 
after  may  be  built  or  in  building,  shall  be  finished  and 
tenanted,  (if  the  street,  square,  lane,  or  other  place 
wherein  such  house  or  other  building  is  or  shall  be 
situated  shall  be  paved,  repaired,  cleansed,  and  lighted 
by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  this  Act),  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  vestry  to  rate  and  as« 
sess  all  such  houses  and  all  other  buildings  situate  within 
the  said  parish  as  are  or  shall  be  erected  and  covered  in, 
but  not  finished  nor  let,  either  by  one  or  more  distinct 
assessment  or  assessments,  or  by  including  them  in  any 
other  assessment  or  assessments,  at  a  rate  not  exceeding 
sixpence  for  every  square  yard  of  ground  paved  or  to  be 
paved  belonging  to  or  lying  before  the  fronts  or  sides  of 
such  houses  or  other  buildings,  and  in  like  manner  and 
for  the  like  purposes  to  rate  and  assess  all  such  houses 
or  other  buildings  as  last  mentioned  which  are  or  diall 
be  erected  but  not  covered  in,  at  a  rate  not  exceeding 
four  pence  for  every  square  yard  of  ground  piiaved  or  to 
be  paved  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  and  belonging  to  or 
lying  before  the  fironts  or  sides  of  such  houses  or  other 
buildings,  until  the  same  shall  be  covered  in  as  afore- 
said, and  then  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  four  pence  for 
every  square  yard,  until  the  same  shall  be  let  or  occu- 
pied; which  last  mentioned  rates  or  assessments  shall 
be  paid  by  and  recoverable  firom  the  proprietor  or  pro* 
prietors,   lessee   or  lessees,   owner  or  owners,  of  such 
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house  or  houses^  building  or  buildings  rcspectiyelvy  and 
shall  be  charged  and  chargeable  on  the  said  premises ; 
and  if  the  said  owner  or  owners,  proprietor  or  proprie- 
tors, lessee  or  lessees,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the 
same  upon  demand,  then  and  in  every  such  case  such 
rate  or  rates,  assessment  or  assessments,  and  all  arrears 
due  thereon,  shall  and  may  be  levied  on  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  person  or  persons  so  required  to  pay  the 
same  in  manner  herein  directed ;  and  in  case  the  owner 
or  owners,  proprietor  or  proprietors,  lessee  or  lessees  of 
such  house  or  houses,  building  or  buildings,  shall  not  be 
known  or  cannot  be  found,  then  the  said  rate  or  rates, 
assessment  or  assessments  made  thereon  shall  be  and 
remun  charged  and  chargeable  on  the  said  premises 
until  the  owner  or  owners,  proprietor  or  proprietors, 
lessee  or  lessees,  can  be  found,  and  the  same  may  at 
any  time  be  levied  and  recovered  upon  the  said  premises 
in  like  manner  as  other  rates  made  by  virtue  of  this 
Act  are  made  recoverable." 

By  the  92d  section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act,  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.),  it  is  enacted  that 
**  all  expenses  of  paving,  lighting,  watering,  cleansing,  or 
improving  any  parish  or  any  part  of  any  parish  mentioned 
in  either  of  the  Schedules  (A.)  and  (B.)  to  this  Act,  and 
all  other  eipenses  in  relation  to  the  regulation,  govern- 
ment, or  public  concerns  of  any  such  parish  or  part,  or  of 
the  inhabitants  thereof,  except  only  expenses  incurred  in 
relation  to  the  afiairs  of  the  church,  or  for  the  manage- 
ment or  relief  of  the  poor,  and  other  expenses  by  law 
payable  out  of  any  poor  rate,  which  are  not  herein  pro- 
vided for,  shall  be  deemed  expenses  incurred  in  the 
execution  of  this  Act,  and  shall  be  defrayed  accord- 
ingly.'' 

By  the  96th  section  it  is  enacted  that  "  every  vestry 
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1868.  ^^^  district  board  shall,  within  their  parish  or  district 
TbeQrEcv  ("closively  of  any  other  persons  whatsoever),  execute 
the  office  of  and  be  sarreyor  of  highways^  and  hare  all 
SQch  powers,  authorities,  and  duties,  and  be  subject  to 
ComfMBy.  all  such  liabilities,  as  any  surveyor  of  highways  in  £11^^ 
land  is  now  or  may  hereafter  be  invested  with  or  liable 
to  by  virtue  of  his  office,  under  the  laws  for  the  time 
being  in  force,  so  far  as  such  powers,  authorities,  duties, 
and  liabilities  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act;  but 
all  expenses  which  under  any  such  law  ought  to  be 
defrayed  by  highway  rates  shall  be  defrayed  by  means 
of  the  rates  to  be  raised  under  this  Act,  and  all  moneys 
which  would  be  applicable  in  aid  of  such  highway  rates 
shall  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  said  rates  to  be  raised 
under  this  Act" 

By  the  158th  section  it  is  enacted  that  ^  every  vestry 
and  district  board  shall  from  time  to  time,  by  order 
under  their  seal,  require  the  overseers  of  their  parish, 
or  for  the  several  parishes  in  their  district,  to  levy,  and 
to  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  of  such  vestry  or  board,  or 
into  any  bank  in  such  order  mentioned,  and  within  the 
time  or  times  thereby  limited,  the  sums  which  such 
vestry  or  board  may  require  for  defiraying  the  expenses 
of  the  execution  of  this  Act  (and  such  orders  may  be 
made  wholly  or  in  part  in  respect  of  expenses  already 
incurred  or  of  expenses  to  be  hereafter  incurred).;  and 
every  such  vestry  and  board  shall  distinguish  in  their 
orders  sums  required  for  defraying  expenses  of  con- 
structing, altering,  maintaining,  and  cleansing  the  sewers, 
or  otherwise  connected  with  sewerage,  and  also,  where 
the  Act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  third  and  fourth 
years  of  King  WUUam  the  Fourth,  chapter  ninety,  ox 
any  other  Act  by  virtue  whereof  land  is  rated  in  respect 
of  expenses  of  lighting  at  a  less  amount  in  proportion 
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to  the  Itnfiual  value  thereof  than  liouses,  or  is  wholly 
exempted  from  being  rated  in  respect  of  such  expenses^ 
is  in  force  in  any  parish,  or  any  part  of  any  parish,  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act,  distinguish,  as  re- 
gards such  parish,  or  part,  the  sums  required  for  defray- 
ing expences  of  lighting  their  parish  or  district,  from 
sums  required  for  defraying  other  expenses  of  executing 
this  Act." 

By  the  159th  section  it  is  enacted  that,  ''where  it 
appears  to  any  vestry  or  district  board  that  all  or  any 
part  of  the  expenses,  for  defraying  which  any  sum  is  by 
such  vestry  or  board  ordered  to  b&  levied  as  aforesaid, 
have  or  has  been  incurred  for  the  special  benefit  of  any 
particular  part  of  their  parish  or  district,  or  otherwise 
have  or  has  not  been  incurred  for  the  equal  benefit  of 
the  whole  of  their  parish  or  district,  such  vestry  or  board 
nisy^  by  any  such  order,  direct  the  sum  or  sums  necea** 
sary  for  defraying  such  expenses,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
be  levied  in  such  part,  or  exempt  any  part  of  such  parish 
or  district  from  the  levy,  or  require  a  less  rate  to  be 
levied  thereon,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may 
require;  and  any  such  board  may  refrain,  where  any 
entire  parish  ought  in  their  judgment  to  be  so  exempt, 
from  issuing  an  order  for  levying  any  money  thereon, 
notwithstanding  they  may  issue  an  order  or  orders  for 
levying  sums  upon  any  other  parish  or  parishes  in  their 
district" 

By  the  16l8t  section  it  is  enacted  that  **  the  overaeers 
of  the  poor  of  every  parish  to  whom  any  auch  order  as 
aforesaid  is  issaed  shall  levy  the  amount  mentioned 
therein  according  to  the  exigency  thereof,  and  shall  for 
that  purpose  make  separate  equal  pound  rates  upon 
their  parish,  or  the  part  thereof  upon  which  any  sum 

&  D.  &  fi.  2  R 
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IB6B.  specified  in  suck  order  is  required  to  be  lemd,  ia  ne-, 
tb«Quna  V^^  ^^  ^^^  "um  thereby  ordered  to  be  lened;  dial  is 
to  sej,  a  e^Muste  nte  in  reelect  of  eaob  earn  ovdeced 
to  be  levied  for  defiaying  expenaee  coaneded  vitb 
sewen^y  to  be  called  a  Sewers  Rate;  a  aepante  rata 
in  respect  of  each  sam  ordered  to  be  leaned  far  defiling 
expenccs  of  lighting  (where  a  separate  anm  ia  ovdefed 
to  be  levied  for  defiaying  such  expenaes)^  to  be  called  a 
Lighting  Rate;  and  a  separate  rate  in  reelect  of  each 
sum  ordered  to  be  levied  fx  defiayii^  other  expcnaca 
of  executing  tins  Act^  to  be  called  a  General  Rate;  and 
shall  make  such  respective  rates  of  sodi  aBKmnt  in  the 
pound  on  the  annual  value  of  the  prop»ty  raleaUe,  as 
will,  in  their  judgment,  having  regard  to  all  dream- 
stancee^  be  suflBcient  to  raise  the  sums  specified  in  audi 
order;  and  such  rates  shall  be  levied  on  the  peraoos 
and  in  tespect  of  the  property  by  law  rateable  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  in  the  respective  pa^iflh(p|^  and  shall  be 
assessed  upon  the  net  annual  value  of  sadi  propeity 
ascertained  by  the  rate  for  the  time  being  far  the  rdief 
qS  the  poor ;  and  the  said  ovoseos  shall,  far  die  par- 
pose  of  levyii^  snch  rate%  proeeed  in  the  same  mamw 
and  have  thesame  powers^  remedies,  mad  priiiicya^  ae 
for  levying  money  far  the  reUd*  of  the  poor;  and  aft 
soch  nies  shall  be  allowed  in  the  same  mannery^md  be 
8ubjectilA,#7it^.9aaBe  proviaoni^  hi  relation  to  ippeaV 
and  to  excawig  persona  fiom  payment  on  aeoomU  eC 
poverty  and  otherwise,  as  the  rate  fx  the  fc&f  of -dM 
poor  in  the  same  parish^" 

By  the  247th  section  it  is  oaacted  thaf  all  AMs  of 
Parliament  in  farce  in  any  parish  or  place  to  which  this 
Act  extends,  or  in  any  part  of  such  parisli  or  plaee^ 
shall,  so  far  9s  the  same  are  ioconsist^it  with  the  {mv^^ 
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si6fad'6f  I tMs'Act/be  repealed  as  regards  tocb  parisH  dt 
flla^;'br  such  part  thereof,  notwitbstaiAtding  any  provi- 
sMto  of  this  Act  continuing  and  transferring  respectively 
tb'V^tH^  of  parishes,  and  transfisrritig  to  district  boards 
ariy'dtitieSy  powers,  or  authorities  now  vested  in  vdstries, 
dbttitnissioners,  or  other  bodies." 
*  '9Tfc  Great  Western  Railway  Company  contend  that  in 
fhfe  ^id  assessment  the  rates  for  watching  and  lighting 
tte  roads,  streets,  ways  and  places  within  the  said  parish 
flliolild  have  been  kept  distinct  from  the  other  rates. 
They  also  contend  that  there  should  be  a  separate  assess- 
ment on  different  parts  of  their  property,  and  that  the 
unfinished  buildings  should  be  separately  assessed  from 
the  finished  buildings. 

'They  further  contend  that  they  are  not  assessable  to 
th^  paving,  lighting  and  watching  upon  the  land  and 
railway,  or  such  unfinished  buildings  as  are  situated  in 
places  paved  and  repaired,  cleansed  and  lighted  under 
the  said  local  Act,  but  have  no  ground  paved  or  to  be 
{itvied  belonging  or  lying  before  their  fi-onts  or  sides; 
and  that,  with  reference  to  the  unfiuiefhed  buildings 
which  are  situated  in  places  paved  and  repaired,  cleansed 
and  lighted  under  the  said  Act,  but  have  ground  paved 
oh*  to  be  paved  belonging  to  and  lying  before  their  fronts' 
at  sides,  they  are  only  liable  accordih^' lEts  they  are 
coveted  in  or  not  covered  in  td  thcfe^tt^t'^etitlonl^, 
and  according  to  the  provisions 'of  the  132di»ection  of 
the  said  local  Act  •     .-  vi.,ii*     ...     • 

They  further  contend  that,  undek*  tteJ^pfoViiidns  of 
the  Metropolis  Local  Managem^M  Aet,^^iib^  t>F  th^ir 
property  are  wholly  or  partiaAIy  ^kenipt  flrottt  sewers* 
rates,  watching  and  lighting,  and' getiehilrirt^.  He 
parish  contend  that  the  mode  'Of  rating 'is  noW  govenied 
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1868.        by  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  1855,  and 

TSm  QmtmM    that,  ander  the  16 1st  section  of  that  Act,  it  is  saflBcient 

Gbbat        ^^  ^  sewers  rate  and  the  lighting  rate  be  kept  distinct 

^j^™"      from  other  rates:   and,  further,  that,  under  that  Act, 

^^^'f^j'      the  Company  are  assessable  to  the  paying,  lighting,  and 

watching  rate  upon  their  land,  railway  and  unfinished 

buildings  situated  in  places  paved,  repaired,  cleansed 

and  lighted  under  the  said  local  Act,  whether  they  have 

or  have  not  ground  paved  or  to  be  paved  belonging  or 

lying  before  their  fronts  or  sides;  and  that  the  provisicMis 

of  the  132d  section  of  the  local  Act  as  to  buildings 

covered  in  and  not  covered  in  are  no  longer  in  force. 

The  parish  ftirther  contend  that,  under  the  118th 
and  123d  sections  of  the  local  Act,  and  the  IGlst  section 
of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  1855,  unoc- 
copied  houses  are  assessable  to  the  full  amount  of  the 
rates  which  are  imposed  under  the  authority  of  the  last 
mentioned  Act. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  any  one  or 
more  of  the  rates,  except  the  lighting  and  sewers  rates, 
should  be  kept  distinct  from  the  other  rates,  and  that 
the  property  of  the  Company,  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof,  should  be  separately  assessed,  as  contended  for 
by  the  Company,  or  that  the  same  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof  should  be  exempt  wholly  or  partially  from  any  of 
the  rates,  the  assessment  is  to  be  amended  accordingly ; 
and  the  rating  upon  the  unfinished  buildings  and  upon 
the  buildings  not  covered  in,  and  upon  finished  but 
unoccupied  buildings,  in  respect  of  the  paving,  lighting 
and  watching  rate,  or  either  of  them,  is  to  be  altered 
according  to  the  decision  of  the  Court. 

The  case   was  now  argued  (a\  by  Dowdenoeli^  for 

(a)  Before  Lord  CampbeB  C.  J.,  Wightutan  mod  Brit  Jt. 
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the  respondents,  and  Huddlestotiy  for  the  appellants.     It 

was  agreed,  apon  the  argument,  that  the  respondents 

should  admit  the  first  objection  of  the  appellants,  and 

that  the  lighting  and  sewers  rates  should  be  assessed 

separately  from  the  other  rates.    The  nature  of  the 

argument  upon  the  other  points  appears  sufficiently  from 

the  judgment  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 
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Eble  J.,  in  the  Vacation  following  this  Term  {July  3d, 
1858),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Three  questions  are  stated  at  the  end  of  the  case. 

The  first  is,  whether  any  rates  except  the  lighting  and 
the  sewers  rate  should  be  kept  distinct  from  the  other  rate. 

This,  we  think,  is  answered  by  the  Metropolis  Act, 
1855,  sect  161  enacting  that  a  separate  rate  shall  be 
made  for  sewerage,  and  a  separate  rate  for  lighting  where 
so  ordered,  and  a  separate  rate  in  respect  of  each  sum 
ordered  to  be  raised  for  defraying  other  expences  of 
executing  the  Act,  to  be  called  a  general  rate ;  and  that 
such  respective  rates  should  be  made  in  the  manner 
pointed  out  in  the  section.  We  consider  that  the  three 
rates  here  mentioned  are  the  only  rates  which  the  vestry 
are  authorized  to  make  under  this  Act,  and  that  there- 
fore the  appellants  cannot  sustain  their  claim  that  sepa- 
rate rates  should  be  made  in  respect  of  other  matters. 

The  second  and  third  questions  are^  wl^ethf  r  any  part 
of  the  property  of  the  Company  should  be  separately 
assessed,  and  whether  any  part  should  b/e  exempt,  either 

(a)  U  the  course  of  the  ariguroent,  ffowtll  v.  London^I^k  Compcny 
(8  E,  ^  B.  212.)  was  cited.  Erie  J.  We  regret  that  we  answered 
the  qaestioDs  submitted  to  us  in  that  case,  as  it  is  so  often  quoted  as  a 
decision.  It  was  an  anomalous  case ;  and  we  f^tve  our  opinion,  at  the 
request  of  the  parties,  rather  than  deny  our  jurisdiction :  but  we  j^ave  it 
merely  as  between  those  parties,  and  said  expressly,  at  the  time,  that  wa 
did  not  mean  to  lay  down  the  general  law. 
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partially  or  wholly :  and  to  these  our  answer  is  in  the 
negative^  subject  to  the  arrangement  in  respect  of  the 
lighting  rate  which  was  agreed  on  by  the  counsel  at  the 
time  of  the  argument. 

;  The  wxr^  ,161st  section  enacts  that  the  said  rales 
should  be  levied  on  the  persons  and  in  respect  of  the 
property  by  law  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  i^  the 
respective  parishes,  and  should  be  subject  to  the  same 
incidents  as  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the 
same  parishes.  This  enactment  directs  the  vestry  to 
guide  itself  by  the  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  each 
parish ;  and  no  property  should  be  separately  assessed  or 
exempt  unless  it  is  so  dealt  with  in  the  poor  rate  for 
that  parisL  Stat  5  G.  4.  c.  czxvi.  a.  1 18.  regulates  the 
rateability  to  the  poor  in  PaddingUm^  and  makes  all 
hereditaments  whatsoever  rateable  to  the  poor  in  one 
rate,  without  any  exemption. 

These  sections  contain  the  direct  answer  to  the  ques- 
tions now  to  be  answered :  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  point 
out  in  our  judgment,  as  was  done  in  the  aigument,  that 
the  powers  of  the  local  Commissioners  are  tfana&ned 
to  the  vestry,  and  that  the  power  of  making  separate 
rates  for  separate  purposes,  as  for  watdiin^  paving  and 
the  like,  with  varying  ezcnjptions '  ibr.  various  kinds  of 
property,  as  fiw  finished  and  unfinished  buildiogi^  oocu- 
pied  And  unoccupied  houses,  and  the  like>  according  to 
the  difierent  sectiooaof  atat.  5'G«^.  o.  GSZvL«ppli<^le 
thereto^  biiiHcei^spdy  .being  superseded  by  theilatids  and 
powers  ciust.on  the  vestiy  by  the  Metropolia  Local 
Management  Act,  1855. 

Subject,   therefore,  to   the   exception   in  respect  of 
lighting  above   mentioned,  our  judgment   is   for   the 

respondents. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 
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Adaks,  appellant,  against  Lakeman,  rfespondent.   ^^^^•^ 

ON  appeal,  before  the  justices  of  the  petty  sessional  Under  The 
J.   .  .  •  Highway  Act, 

division  of  Paignton^  in  the  county  of  Devtm^  against  &  &  6  Jr.  4. 

the  conviction  hereinafter  mentioned^  a  case  was  stated  assistant  sur- 

by  the  justices  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  of  which  h^hway  board, 

the  material  facts  are  as  follows.  ?P?!!"!fi.« 

in  pursuance 

The  defendant  Robert  Adams,  the  appellant,  appeared  ?^**^*- ^®' 
before  the  justices  on  the  complaint  of  Thomas  Lakeman^  ^o  •  penalty. 

*  under  sect.  44, 

the  respondent,  for  that  he,  the  appellant,  had  neglected  for  not  making 

out  his  ac* 

to  lay  before  the  justices,  at  a  petty  sessions  for  the  counts  and 
highways,  as  by  law  required,  the  books  of  account  of  before  the  jus- 
all  moneys  received  and  expended  by  him  for  and  on  g™ia[high. 
account  of  the  highways  of  the  parish  oi  Brixham,  for  ^7^144**^?!^ 
the  year  ending  25ih  March,  1858.  ing  only  to  an 

■^  °  ordinary  sur- 

The  appellant  had  been  employed  as  assistant  sur-   veyorofhigh- 

,  ,  ways,  where 

Tcyor  to  the  board  for  the  repair  of  highways,  in  the   no  board  and 

assistant  sur- 

parish  of  Brixham,  for   the  year  preceding,  and  had  veyortothe 
failed  to  produce  his  accounts  at  the  special  highway  appointed. 
sessions  held  at  PaignUmy  although  the  CHSual  precepts, 
addressed  to  the  surveyors  of  highway^  in  the  pati^h, 
requiring  them  to  do  so,  had  been  served  personally 
opon  him  as  such  assistant  surveyor; 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the'i^ypeUatit;  ihiit,  as  the 
board  for  the  repair  of  the  highways^appoint^  by  the  vestry 
under  sect.  1 8  of  the  Highway  Act,  5  ft  6  W^  4^  e.  50.  (a), 

(a)  Sects.  6,  7,  empower  the  inbtbitants  of  OTery  pariah  nuintaming  its 
own  highways,  to  meet  in  Testry  and  elect,  each  year,  one  or  more  persons 
to  act  as  sunreyor  of  highways ;  or,  by  sect.  9,  tbey  may  elect  a  salaried 
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1868.        ^AS  °o^  named  in  sect.  44  of  that  Act,  such  board  were 
XoAiis       ^^^  bound  to  lay  their  accounts  before  the  justices  under 


Lakkmak. 


sarreyor,  who  b  to  be  subject  to  tbe  same  duties  and  penalties  as  tbose 
appointable  under  sects.  6,  7. 

Sect.  18  provides  that,  in  any  parish  where  the  population  by  the  then 
last  census  exceeds  5000,  **  if  it  shall  be  determined  by  a  majority  of  two 
thirds  of  the  votes  of  the  vestrymen  present  at  such  meeting  as  aforesaid, 
to  form  a  board  for  the  superintendance  of  the  highways  of  the  said  parish, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  provisions  of  this  Act  into  effect,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  vestry  to  nominate  and  elect  any  number  of 
persons,  not  exceeding  twenty  nor  less  than  five,  being  respectively  house- 
holders and  residing  in  and  assessed  to  the  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  parish,  and  also  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  repair  of  the  highways  in 
the  said  parish  under  and  by  virtue  of  thb  Act,  to  serve  the  ofBce  of  surveyors 
of  the  highways  for  the  year  ensuing ;  and  such  persons  so  to  be  nominated 
and  elected  as  such  surveyors,  or  any  three  of  them,  shall  be  and  are  autho- 
rised to  act  as  a  board,  and  to  be  called  '  the  board  for  repair  of  the  highways 
in  the  parish  of  ,*  (as  the  case  may  be),  and  to  carry  into  effect  the 

powers,  authorities,  and  directions  in  this  Act  contained  ;**  and  such  board  is 
authorised  "  to  appoint  a  collector,  or  any  number  of  collectors,  of  the  rates 
to  be  made  under  the  authority  of  this  Act,  and  also  to  employ  a  person  of 
skill  and  experience  to  act  as  an  assistant  surveyor  to  the  said  board,  and  also 
a  clerk  to  attend  the  said  board,  and  to  keep  the  accounts  and  minutes  of 
the  proceedings  thereof;  such  assistant  surveyor  and  clerk  to  be  paid  such 
reasonable  salaries  out  of  the  said  rates  as  the  sud  board  shall  determine ; 
and  upon  such  board  being  so  nominated  and  elected  as  aforesaid  all  and 
every  the  powers  and  authorities  given  and  created  by  this  Act,  and  granted 
to  or  vested  in  the  vestry,  and  in  any  person  or  persons  as  surveyor,  shall, 
for  the  purpose  of  the  parish  so  nominating  and  electing  such  board,  be 
and  the  same  are  declared  to  be  vested  in  the  said  persons  so  to  be  elected, 
or  any  three  of  them  acting  as  such  board  as  aforesaid ;  and  such  persons, 
or  any  three  of  thenv  at  a  meeting  to  be  convened  for  that  purpose,  may  and 
they  are  hereby  authorised  to  nominate  and  appoint  a  fit  and  proper  person  to 
be  treasurer  for  the  deposit  of  the  moneys  to  be  eollected  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act,**  and  to  take  seourity  from  him ;  "and  all  moneys  to  be  drawn 
from  such  treasurer  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  be  drawn  by  drafts 
or  cheques  to  be  signed  by  the  said  persons  so  to  be  nominated  and  elected 
as  aforesaid,  or  any  three  of  them,  at  some  one  of  their  meetings  to  be  held 
under  this  Act,  and  such  drafts  shall  be  respectively  signed  and  entered  in 
their  books  by  the  said  oierk  to  be  appointed  as  aforesaid :  provided  always, 
and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  upon  the  expiration  of  the  year  for  which 
such  board  shall  be  elected  as  aforesaid,  and  before  or  on  the  day  for  the 
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that  section,  but  were  bound  only  to  account  to  the 
vestry;  and,   under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  e.  35.  «.  1., 

nomination  and  election  of  persons  as  sunreyors  under  tbe  antboritj  of  this 
Act,  tbe  said  board  sball  and  are  bereby  directed  to  present  to  tbe  Testry 
of  tbe  parisb  for  whicb  tbey  sball  bave  acted  copies  of  all  tbeir  accounts, 
and  also  of  tbe  minutes  of  tbeir  proceedings  during  tbe  preceding  year.** 

Sect  20  enacts,  tbat  **  if  any  surreyor  or  district  surveyor  or  assistant 
sonreyor  sball  neglect  bis  duty  in  anything  required  of  bim  by  tbis  Act, 
lor  wbicb  no  particular  penalty  is  imposed,  be  sball  forfeit  for  every  such 
oflTence  any  sum  not  exceeding  5/1** 

Sect.  39  provides  *'  tbat  tbe  surveyor  in  every  parisb  sball  keep  separate 
and  distinct  accounts  of  tbe  moneys  levied  for  tbe  bigbway  rate ;  and  such 
accounts  sball  specify  tbe  different  sums,  and  tbe  times  wben  and  tbe  per- 
sons to  wbom  and  by  wbom  tbe  same  sball  bave  been  collected  and  paid.** 

Sect.  40  provides  *'  tbat  tbe  said  surveyor,  district  surveyor,  or  assistant 
tarveyor,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  and  be  is  hereby  required  from  time  to 
time  to  keep  a  book,  in  which  shall  be  entered  a  just  and  true  and  particu* 
lar  account  of  all  money  wbicb  sball  bave  come  to  bis  hands  as  surveyor, 
district  surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor  of  the  parisb  for  tbe  purposes  of  tbis 
Act,  and  to  whom,  and  on  what  occasion,  and  for  what  work,  and  in  what 
place,  and  on  what  day  be  sball  have  paid  or  applied  the  same,  and  also  an 
account  of  all  tools,  materials,  implements,  and  other  things  provided  by 
bim  for  tbe  repair  of  the  said  highways ;  and  such  book  sball  at  all  reason- 
able times  be  open  to  tbe  inspection  of  every  inhabitant  rated  to  the  highway 
rate  of  tbe  parish,  or  of  any  of  the  parishes  united  into  a  district,  without 
fee  or  reward,  and  every  such  inhabitant  may  take  copies  or  extracts  from 
tbe  said  book,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  paying  for  tbe  same ;  and  in 
case  the  said  surveyor,  district  surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor  sball  neglect 
to  provide  such  book,  or  to  enter  therein  every  sum  received  or  paid  by  bim 
fritbin  one  week  after  tbe  same  sball  have  been  received  or  paid,  or  sball 
refuse  to  permit  or  shall  not  permit  any  such  inhabitant  as  aforesaid  at 
any  reasonable  time  to  inspect  the  same  or  take  copies  or  extracts  as  afore- 
said, such  surveyor,  district  surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor  shall  forfeit  and 
pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  5/.  for  eaeh  default** 

Sect.  41  provides  "  tbat  all  the  said  books,  papers,  writings,  and  accounts, 
and  all  materials,  tools,  and  implements  which  shall  be  provided  in  pursuance 
of  tbis  Act  for  repairing  or  preserving  the  highways,  and  also  tbe  scrapings 
of  tbe  said  highways,  shall  be  vested  in  tbe  surveyor  for  tbe  time  being ;  or 
in  case  a  district  surveyor  shall  be  appointed,  then  all  such  books,  papers, 
writings,  and  accounts,  and  aU  materials,  tools,  imptements,  and  scrapings, 
sball  be  invested  in  tbe  district  surveyor." 

Sect  42  provides  **  tbat  tbe  said  surveyor,  district  surveyor,  or  assistant 
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1958.       ^  ^^™^  *  atatement  to  tbe  Secretaiy  of  iSutss  ikait 
j^j^^^      these  steps  had  been  taken  bj  the  boani:  that 


smrejor  sliallt  within  fourteen  daji  after  leering  his  Moe^  deliver  HK^books 
■nd  aceounti  Terifled  as  herein  (tirected,  together  with  til  SQch  tans  of  moBey 
M  ahall  be  doe  froDi  hint  and  Hkewiae  all  tooli»  natariali,  ioplcneali^UMi 
other  thingi  as  aforesaid,  to  his  socoeasor  in  office,  or  retain  the  aaiii^  in 
his  hands  and  account  for  them  in  his  next  account  if  he  diall  be  conttnued 
anrrejor  or  district  sonreyor  of  snch  parish  in  the  succeeding  year;  and  in 
one  snch  svnrejror  or  district  surrejor  shall  neglect  to  d^vcr  within  snch 
time  as  aforesaid  the  said  books,  iM^ers,  writings,  and  accounts,  and  aoch 
tools,  materials,  implements,  and  other  things,  in  manner  aforesaid,  he  shall 
for  ercfy  snch  oflenoe  forfeit  anj  sum  not  exceeding  SZ." 

Sect.  44  proiridea  "  that  within  fourteen  days  afier  the  election  or  apfoint- 
■lent  of  surreyor  as  herein  directed,  the  accounts  as  aforesaid  made  in  wrttiug, 
and  signed  by  the  surveyor,  district  surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor  for  the 
year  preceding,  of  all  moneys  received  and  disbursed  by  virtue  of  this  Act, 
ending  on  the  day  of  election  or  appointment  of  surveyor,  shall  be  made 
up,  balanced,  and  laid  before  the  parishiooers  in  vestry  assembled,  who  nay* 
if  they  think  ft,  order  an  abstract  thereof  to  be  printed  and  published ; 
and  within  one  calendar  month  after  the  election  or  appointment  of  surveyor 
as  herein  directed,  the  smd  accounts  shall  be  signed  by  the  surveyor,  district 
surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor  for  the  year  preceding,  and  laid  befbte  the 
justices  of  the  peace  at  a  special  sessions  for  the  highways,  holden  at  the 
place  nearest  to  the  parish  or  district  for  which  such  surveyor  shall  have  been 
appointed,  and  such  Justices  are  hereby  authorised  and  required  to  exaoune 
him  u  to  the  truth  of  the  said  accounts  or  of  any  charge  contained  thereint 
provided  always,  that  if  any  person  chargeable  to  the  rate  authorised  to  be 
made  by  this  Act  has  any  complaint  against  such  accounts  or  the  appli* 
cation  ef  the  moneyn  reteived  by  the  said  earveyor,  it  diall  be  lawfol  fbr 
any  such  inhai>itant.  tp  make  his  complaint  tberepf  to  such  justices  at  the 
time  of  tho  verification  of  such  accounts  as  aforesaid,  and  tbe  said  justices 
are  hereby  required  to  hear  such  complaint,  and,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  to 
examintf  such  sorvejpor  iq>on  oath,  and  to  make  sudi  order  tfaereoa  as  lotham 
shall  seem  meet :  provided  Q^ertheless,  that  the  several  surveyors  appointed 
under  the  authority  of  stat.  13  G,3,  e.  78.  *' shall  produce  such  books  and 
statement  and  pass  their  accounts  before  the  justices  at  a  special  sessions  for 
tbe  highways  to  be  holden  within  theb-respective  diviaoasin  the  waeknext 
after  that  in  which  the**  25th  of  March  1836  shall  be,  "and  pay  tbe  balances 
thereof  to  the  surveyor  to  be  chosen  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  in  the  same 
manner  u  they  would  have  done  to  the  surveyors  to  have  been  appointed 
if  this  Act  had  not  been  passed.** 
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MamtantBariejQTf  Beting  under  such  iMarc^'C<Hild>not  be  IM8. 
lotended  by  the  words  *^  assistant  surveyw"  in  sect;  44 :  ,j^„^g 
and  that,  consequently,  he  was  not  liable  to  a  penalty,  under 
that  section,  for  not  laying  his  accounts  before  the  justices. 
The  justices  held  that  the  words  "  assistant  surveyor/' 
in  sect  44,  must  be  taken  to  include  the  assistant  sur- 
veyor to  the  board  for  the  repairs  of  the  highways; 
that  the  appellant  was  therefore  bound,  by  that  section, 
to  ky  his  accounts  before  the  justices;  and  that,  foiling 
to  do  so,  he  had  neglected  his  duty  within  the  meaning 
of  sect  20,  and  was  liable,  under  that  section,  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  51 :  and  they  convicted  him  in 
the  nominal  penalty  of  6d* 

Qmchf  for  the  respondent  The  conviction  was  right 
Sect.  18  of  Stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c  60.  gives  to  the  vestry 
power  to  appoint  a  board,  and  to  the  board  power  to 
appoint  an  assistant  surveyor.  Sect  20  imposes  a  pe- 
nalty on  "  any  surveyor  or  district  surveyor  or  assbtant 
surveyor''  who  shall  neglect  his  duties.  By  sect.  44  the 
aocounts  for  each  year,  signed  by  *^the  surveyor,  dis- 
trict surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor,"  are  to  be  laid 
before  the  justices  within  a  specified  time.  The  subject 
matter  of  those  accounts  is  laid  down  by  secta  40,  42  : 
and  it  clearly  embraces  a  class  of  items  distinct  from 
those  comprised  in  the  accounts  to  be  kept  by  the 
assistant  surveyor  to  the  board  under  sect  18.  His 
duties,  under  sect  18,  are  rather  those  of  a  secre- 
tary, his  business  being  to  register  the  proceedingjs  of 
the  board,  and  to  keep  their  accounts.  These  accounts 
are  of  a  much  more  general  character  than  those  under 
sects.  40, 42,  and  would  relate  principally  to  the  moneys 
received  in  respect  of  rates  and  expended  by  the  board. 
The   assistant  surveyor,  therefore,  b  not  exempt,  by 


▼. 
Lakbman. 
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1858.  reason  of  sect.  18,  from  the  obligation  imposed  upon 
^jj^jjg  him,  by  sect,  44,  of  laying  the  accounts  kept  by  him, 
under  sects.  42,  44,  before  the  justices.  The  justices 
are  an  independent  tribunal,  before  which  any  individual 
rate-payer  may,  by  the  Act,  state  his  objections  to  any 
particular  item  of  the  assistant  surveyor's  accounts.  The 
arrangement  in  sect.  18,  as  to  laying  the  accounts  before 
the  vestry,  b  merely  an  arrangement  between  the  vestry 
and  the  board  appointed  by  them,  and  does  not  afford 
the  same  means  of  objection  by  the  rate-payers. 

Montague  Smithy  for  the  appellant.  The  highway 
board  appointed,  under  sect.  18,  by  the  vestry  are  the 
representatives  of  the  whole  parish,  as  regards  the  super- 
intendence of  highways:  they  exercise  the  functions  of 
surveyors,  and,  with  the  assistance  of  their  treasurer  and 
clerk,  manage  the  important  part  of  the  highway  ac- 
counts. The  duties  of  this  assistant  surveyor  do  not 
embrace  the  keeping  of  the  highway  accounts  at  all,  in 
the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word ;  and  therefore  he  is  not 
within  the  provisions  of  sect.  44.  (He  was  then  stopped 
by  the  Court) 


, » • 


Lord  Cik^Bliit  C.  J.  Looking  at  the  functions  of 
the  assistant^'surveyor  to  the  board,  under  sect  18, 1  do 
not  see  that ' they  include' those  of  aii  accountant;  and 
therefore  the  ptovisiohs  of  sect  44  do  not  apply  to  such 
assistant  surveyor.  The  conviction  is,  consequently, 
bad. 

(Coleridge  J.  was  absent)' 

Erle  J.     I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  assistant  sur- 
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vejor  appointed  by  the  highway  board,  under  sect  18,        1868. 

is  not  within   the  provisions  of  sect  44.     The  latter        adams 

section  seems  to  apply  only  to  the  ordinary  surveyor  of     lai^]^*„j^ 

highways  for  the  parish,  where  no  board  exists.     This 

construction  of  the  section  is  strongly  confirmed  by  the 

fact  that  it  requires  the  accounts  to  be  laid  before  the 

vestry  within  fourteen  days  after  the  appointment  of  the 

surveyor  for  the  ensuing  year;  while,  by  sect.  18,  the 

powers  and  authorities  of  surveyor  are  to  be  transferred 

to  the  board.     The  words  ^^  assistant  surveyor"  seem  to 

have  been  inadvertently  introduced  into  several  sections. 

By  sect  39,  which  is  the  first  that  relates  to  the  keeping 

of  the  accounts,  the  surveyor  is  to  perform  that  duty. 

By  sect  40,  the  surveyor  or  assistant  surveyor  is  to  keep 

books:  but  there  ^* assistant  surveyor**  seems  to  have 

been  added  by  mistake  ;  for,  by  sect.  41,  the  books  &c. 

are  to  be  vested  in  the  surveyor  or  district  surveyor, 

the  assistant  surveyor  not  being  mentioned.    The  same 

confusion  exists  in  sect.  42,  by  which  the  ^*  surveyor, 

district  surveyor  or  assistant  surveyor"  is  to  deliver  up 

the  books  on  leaving  office,  but  the  penalty  for  not 

doing  so  is  to  be  inflicted  only  on  ^'such  surveyor  or 

district  surveyor.*'     And  again,  in  sect.  44,  the  assistant 

surveyor  is  introduced,  but  for  the  purpose  of.  performing 

what,  by  the  previous  sections  of  the  AclJ,  h^  could  not 

do,  viz.  keep  and  render  accounts*    X  think,  therefore, 

that  the  appellant  has,  in  this  .cas^^^.been  convicted  by 

the  justices  for  not  exercising  functions  which  he  had 

no  power  to  exercise. 

(Crompton  J.  was  absent) 

Appeal  allowed. 
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Monday^ 
June  7tb. 


\ '  »i .  ' 


» 1    » 


Ignatius  Bonow,  and  CAROi^mE  his  wifei 

against  Bacehouss. 


»« ill 


'«• 


Deciaraiioa       rpjHE  writ  in  this  action  issued  on  20th  Math  1856 

alleged  that  X 

plaintiff waa  The  declaration  complained:  For  that  certain  mea- 

owner  of  the  j         m  f 

reversion  of  a     suagcs  aud  buildings,  situated  in  the  parish  of  We$^ 

messu  afire 

entitled  to  the  Auckland  in  the  county  of  Durham^  were  in  the  occii-^ 

underground^  pation  of  a  certain  person,  to  wit  William  JParkin,  to  wit 

eai[irof\be  ^  tenant  thereof,  the  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  pre- 

^"^^^^^d  ™i8^  ^^Q  ^i^d  still  being  in  and  belonging  to  the 

that  defendant,  plaintifis  in  right  of  the  said  Caroline;  and  for  that  the 

well  knowing      *  *^ 

&c.,  negli.        plaintiffs,  in  right  of  the  said  Caroline,  were  entitled  to 

gently,  and 

without  leaving  have  the  said  messuages  and  buildings  supported,  to  wit 

worked  the     '  bj  the  mines,  earth  and  soil  underground,  coniiguoos, 

^e*contiguou8  ^^d  near  to,  and  onder^  the  said  messuages  and  build<» 

and  continued  *"?5*  J®^  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  wron^ 

the  messuage, 
and  caused  it 
to  remain, 
without  proper 
support ; 
whereby  it 
became  in- 
iured      Plea  t 

That  the  cause  and  dug  for,  and  got  and  took  away,  coalsb  earlh  aod 
not*^"  o  soil,  out  of  tbe^  |x;ix^s,,iwvd  wi ongfully  and  unJAistly  kepC 
years"  "^         aud  coo^miedf^lthe  si^l  messusgcs  and  buildings^  and 

It  appeared 
that  the  mes- 


fiiUy,  carelessly,  negligently,  and  improperly,  and  withoot 
leaving  any  proper  or  sufficient  support  in  that  bebatf^ 
worked  certain  coal  mines  under  ground,  contiguous^  aid 
near  to,  and  uader  the  «aid  messuages  and  buildings. 


1,1 


' } 


suage  was  an  ancient  house :  and  that,  defendant,  more  than  six  years  before  actiop  broffglit. 
worked  the  mines  at  tBO  yards  distai^ee  frotai  the  house,  iti  such  a  manner  that  the  earth 
intervening  between  the  place  of  working  and  the  foundation  of  the  house  gradually  gave 
way,  and  finally,  within  six  years  of  action  brought^  the  effect  reached  the  foundation 
of  the  house,  which  was  thereby  injured.  Till  within.  th%  six  yean,  no  AOtual  damage  to 
the  house  occurred,  nor  was  the  act  of  defendant  known  to  plaintiff. 

Keld,  by  the  Court  of  Q.  B.  (Lord  Campbell  C.  J^  CMtritfye  and  Erie  Js^  dineiitieate 


Wighiman  J.)»  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  verdict. 


Jui 


dgment  reversed  in  Exchequer  (Camber. 
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caused  them  to  be  and  remain,  without  any  proper  or       1858; 
reasonable  or  sufficient  support,  for  a  long  space  of  time :       bohomi 
whereby,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  foundations    bacmodsb. 
of  the  said  messuages  and  buildings  became  and  were 
greatly  weakened  and  injured ;  and  the  walls  of  the  said 
messuages  and  buildings  became  and  were  cracked  and 
injured :  and  the  ground,  on  which  the  said  messuages 
and  buildings  stood,  subsided,  cracked,  swagged  and 
gave  way.     That,  by  means  of  the  premises,  plaintifis 
have  been  and  are  injured  in  their  reversionary  estate 
and  interest  in  the  said  messuages  and  buildings. 
Pleas.  1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  Denial  of  Parkings  occupancy  as  tenant  as  alleged. 

3.  Denial  of  the  reversion  being  in  the  plaintifis  as 
alleged. 

4.  That  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  have  the 
said  messuages  and  buildings,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
supported,  to  wit  by  the  mines,  earth  and  soil  under 
ground,  contiguous,  near  to,  and  under  the  said  mes* 
soages  and  buildings,  as  alleged. 

5.  That  the  said  alleged  causes  of  action  did  not 
accrue  within  six  years  before  this  suit. 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  at  the  Durham  Summer  Asasises,  1856,  it 
was  ordered,  by  consent  of  parties,  that  the  verdict 
should  be  entered  for  the  pkintiflb,  subject  to  k  special 
case  to  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  by  a 
barrister,  who  was  to  find  what  caused  the  damage  of 
which  plaintiffs  complained,  and  state  such  (acts  as  were 
material,  with  dates.  The  arbitrator  accordingly  stated 
a  case,  in  substance  as  follows. 

The  messuages  and  buildings  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned are  situated  on  the  North  side  of  the  village  of 


^4  T.?AWr¥  TEi^ 

^f|t  be^n,.u^,A8.  apJ^Qn  called  Ui|?  Cr^Mm  JfmtJ^xf!ii§ 
giffd.'mmcdiatel^behu^  the  dwelling  lutcue and; b^ild? 
4J;ig^.^^']|^he  {dneUing  bouse  and  otbi^  buil^U^  aif  ,^ 
^(^enL  .  And  tbey  had  been  in  existence  for^naosf^  ^m 
forty  years  before  they  sustained  the  injuriea  coit^laiai^ 
qf.  iu  the  declaration.  And  immediately  before.  sii8t|in- 
i|E^  those  injuries  they  were  in  good  repair.  The  said 
];Qessuage8  and  buildings  in  the  declaration  mentioofldj 
tjbe  land  on  which  they  stand,  and  the  yard  behi^ 
w^r^  on  23d  September  1835,  conveyed  to  thc^  feinalf) 
plaintiff  Caroline  Ann  Bmunni,  who  was  then  uamari^if4i 
l^xd  by  her  then  name  Caroline  Ann  Fielding^  h[^>'£^ 
simple.  And  she  continued  to  be  seised  as  of  fee  oC-tbe 
^^l  measures,  buildings,  yard  and  land,  until  the  tima 
fj[;. bee  marriage  with  the  plaintiff  Ignatiu$  Banon^i 
i^Qb;t^k  place  9n  the  27th  day  of  Decemb€r^\9&J^ 
^pfaeui  and.ftm  w}uc^  tiix^.  the  plaintifia  beoame  aq^l 
wefe^aod  h^yeev;^ ^incf^.continued  to  be,  seised. of  ^ 
said  me$?[u^w>,lwiildiqg%j  yiuxl.a  J/ind,  as  of  fe^  i»* 
i^t,  0^,  ti^  ,SjBLid  >i^a^^^  jil^n^ale.pjaiati^  /  la  the 

W*ifWe^By®,^^»P9fii(i^?li>4i"«S  tp  ocOTpy  4jje.8^^e,f« 

^^?^i^  ^  ^V^^^^  dujring  all,  tha^  tm^  continasji 
xq, .  b^^  ^pd  stilL ,  are^  ^eised^  .^as  ^f  £e;e,  <>;f .  ^n^  io ,  {ha 
reversion  of  and  in  the  a^ipessuagesi  buil^i^gUi  yard 

and  land.  .    .  ,     ;   .  

The  m^ssuagies  and  buildipg!^  in  the  declacatioa  vn^ 
tiooed,  and  the  landr  upoA  f^hich  they  stand, ^en^.  at 
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all  times  before  those  messoages  and  boilAngs  sustained       ISSB. 
the  injuries  complained  of  in  the  declaration,  firmly       bovomi 
supported  by  the  mines,  earth  and  soil  underground,    baouousi. 
and  as  well  those  under  the  lands  contiguous  and  near 
to^  as  the  land  under,  the  said  messuages,  buildings  and 
land  of  the  plaintifi.   (The  ground  plot  of  the  plainti£fi^ 
sud  messuages  and  buildings  was  shewn  in  a  plan,  to  be 
taken  as  part  of  the  case.) 

The  defendant,  together  with  some  other  persons, 
was,  for  several  years  before  and  until  June,  1853, 
lessee  of  fFesi  Auckland  Colliery  (mentioned  in  the 
order  of  reference),  consisting,  amongst  others,  of  coal 
mines  lying  under  all  the  lands  surrounding  and  imme- 
diately adjoining  the  plaintifis*  said  dwelling  house, 
buildings  and  land.  (The  workings  of  the  colliery  were 
shewn  in  the  plan.)  The  defendant  and  his  co-lessees 
held  a  laiige  part  of  those  mines  under  a  lease  for  years 
granted  by  the  late  Bishop  of  Durham,  to  whom  that 
part  of  the  mines  belonged  in  right  of  his  see ;  and  other 
part  of  the  mines  under  a  lease  for  years  granted  by  Sir 
ffUKam  Eden,  to  whom  that  part  of  the  mines  belonged 
The  residue  of  the  mines  worked  by  the  defendant  and 
his  co-lessees  were  chiefly  under  small  parcels  of  land. 
And  they  worked  those  parts  of  the  mines  generally  by 
special  agreements  made  vHth  the  owners  of  coal  from 
time  to  time.  But,  in  at  least  one  case,  they  worked 
the  coal  without  the  consent  of  the' owner  of  it.  The 
defendant  axid  his  co-lessees  worlf^  the  coal  mines 
under  the  plaintiflb*  said  dwelling  hobse,  buildings  and 
land,  and  also  under  all  the  lands  surroutlding  abd  ad- 
joining to  the  plaintifiis*  dwelling  house,  buildings  and 
land,  and  bad  nearly  finbhed  their  workingis  und^r  all 
those  lands  on  the  20th  day  of  May,  1850.    But  the 

B.  B.  &  E.  2  s 
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1858.  residue,  being  only  a  small  portion  of  the  workings  of 
BoHOMx  ^^^  mines  in  that  district,  and  near  to  the  said  village 
Backhoubi.  ®^  ^'^^  Auckland^  was  executed  and  completed  after 
that  time,  and  within  the  term  of  six  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action.  I  have  not  had  any 
evidence  given  before  me  that  the  plaintiffs  in  any  way 
assented  to  the  coal  under  their  said  dwelling  house, 
buildings  and  land  being  worked  by  the  defendant  and 
his  co-lessees. 

The  coal  under  the  plaintifis'  said  house,  buildings 
and  land,  and  under  the  lands  surrounding  and  adjoin* 
ing  the  house,  buildings  and  land  of  the  plaintiffs,  was 
of  a  quality  called  ^^  cleety,"  being  liable  upon  exposure 
to  the  air  gradually  to  become  disintegrated  and  fall  to 
pieces.     The  defendant  and  his  co-lessees  worked  the 
coal  mines  under,  contiguous  and  near  to  the  plaintifib' 
house,  buildings  and  land,  in  the  usual  manner,  taking 
away  a  portion  of  the  coal,  and  leaving  the  residue  stand- 
ing as  pillars  to  support  the  roof  of  the  mines.  The  pillars 
of  coal  thus  left  standing  unworked  by  the  defendant 
and  his  co-lessees  in  many  places  would  have  been 
amply  sufficient  to  support  the  roof,  and  bear  the  ordi- 
nary superincumbent  weight  and  pressure  upon  them,  if 
all  the  other  parts  of  the  defendant's  mines  had  been 
worked  in  the  same  manner.    In  several  other  places  the 
pillars  of  coal,  which  the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees 
had  left  standing  and  unworked,  were  of  smaller  dimen- 
sions than  those  above  mentioned.     These  smaller  pil- 
lars would  have  been  sufficient  to  support  the  roof  and 
sustain  all  the  superincumbent  weight  for  many  years 
to  come,  if  the  roof  of  the  defendant's  mines  in  all  other 
parts  had  been  properly  supported.     But,  owing  to  the 
peculiar  properties  of  the  coal  already  mentioned,  these 
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last  mentioned  pillars  would  not  have  permanently  sup-         1858. 
ported  the  parts  of  the  roof  which  were  above  them ;        Bomomx 
and  they  would  ultimately  have  given  way  and  let  down    baokbousi. 
those  parts  of  the  roof  which  were  supported  by  the 
weak  pillars.     But  it  is  impossible  to  determine  whether 
such  partial  falls  in  the  roof  would  or  would  not  have 
caused  any  injury  to  the  plaintiffs'  house  and  buildings. 

In  working  those  parts  of  the  mines  where  pillars  of 
coal  were  left  standing  unworked  for  the  purpose  of 
supporting  the  roofs  as  above  mentioned,  the  defendant 
and  his  co-lessees  were  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  or 
improper  working,  except  in  leaving  a  portion  of  the 
pillars  too  small,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  coal 
as  above  mentioned. 

Before  the  year  1842,  the  then  lessees  of  the  colliery 
had,  in  working  the  mines  under  lands  to  the  northward 
of  the  plaintiffs'  house  and  buildings,  and  commencing 
at  a  point  about  165  yards  from  that  house  and  build- 
ings, first  worked  a  portion  of  the  coal,  leaving  pillars  in 
the  usual  manner;  and  afterwards,  and  before  the  year 
just  mentioned,  worked  away  the  whole  of  the  pillars, 
which  is  a  mode  of  working  amongst  miners  called 
"  working  the  brocken."  The  effect  of  the  removal  of 
those  pillars  was  to  let  down  the  whole  of  the  roof  in 
that  district  of  the  mine,  and  produce  what  is  called  a 
^^goaf."  The  place  in  which  the  mines  were  thus 
worked  is  called  «  The  North  Goaf." 

The  defendant  and  his  co-lessee8«  in  the  years  1846 
and  1847,  worked  a  part  of  their  mines  under  land 
called  ''  The  Batts,**  to  the  North  -east  of  the  plaintiffs' 
bouse  and  buildings.  And,  after  working  the  coal  in 
the  usual  manner,  they  during  those  two  years  worked 
and  removed  the  pillars  of  coal  which  had  been  pre- 

2  s  2 
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18S8.  viously  left  un worked  ;  and  in  consequence  the  roof  of 
BoHOMi  that  part  of  the  mine  fell  down.  Those  parts  of  the 
Backhousx.  workings  in  which  the  pillars  were  so  worked  iaway  by 
the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees  are  called,  respectively; 
"  Batts  Goaf  •  and  "  South  Batts  Goaf."  Batts  Goaf  is 
about  254  yards,  and  South  Batts  Goaf  about  386  yards^ 
from  the  plaintifls*  property. 

None  of  the  workings  which  have  already  been  tnM- 
tioned  could  alone  have  caused,  or  did'  ih  fact  catme, 
any  part  of  the  damage  complained  of  by  the  plaintift 
in  this  action.  But  the  working  of  those  three  Goaves 
did  nevertheless  render  the  plainti£fs*  house,  buildings 
and  land  more  liable  to  be  injured  by  the  thrust  which 
was  produced  by  the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees  work*- 
ing  ''  Simpson*s  Goaf,^  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  But 
neither  of  the  three  Goaves  firstly  above  mentioned 
produced  any  thrust  such  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

In  the  year  1848,  the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees 
purchased  the  coal  mines  under  about  4^  acres  of  land 
belonging  to  Daniel  Simpson:  they  worked  the  coal 
during  that  and  the  following  year.  Afler  working  this 
coal  in  the  usual  manner,  the  defendant  and  his  co- 
lessees,  in  the  year  1849,  worked  and  removed  the 
pillars  of  coal  which  they  had  previoosly  lefl  unworked 
under  about  two  acres  of  Daniel  Simpson^s  land,  and 
thus  formed  what  is  called  **  Simpsan^s  Goaf,*  which  is 
about  280  yards  frotn  the  plaintifis*  property.  The  re- 
moval of  the  pillars  of  coal  in  Shnpson^s  Goaf  was 
completed  before  the  latter  end  of  the  year  1849:  since 
which  time  there  bas  not  been  any  working  in  Simpwn*s 
Goaf.  After  the  year  1849  the  roof  of  that  part  of  the 
mine  commenced  to  fall.  And,  during  the  year  1850, 
the  roof  and  the  strata  of  stone,  earth  and  other  material 
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above  that  part  of  the  mine  fell  dowi)  and  sqbsided  to 


m 


SQch  .an  extent^  aod  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  produce  Bovowi 
n^bat  is  amongst  miners  called  "  a  thrust,"  and  ultimately  BACj^ouat 
al^o  the  injurious  consequences  resulting  from  a  thrust 
The  thrust,  thus  produced  by  this  working  of  the  cqal 
upder  Sbnpson^a  land,  or,  in  other  words,  by  the  working 
of  Simpsons  Goaf,  was  similar  to  other  thrusts  in  its 
epfeqts  upcm  surrounding  lands  in  its  vicinity :  and  cpn« 
sequently  those  effects  slowly  and  gradually  extended 
t(9>  the  lands  surrounding  Simpson^a  Goaf,  under  which 
the  coal  had  been  worked,  leaving  pillars  for  the  support 
of  the  roof  of  the  mines  under  those  lands.  As  the 
thrust  in  its  progress  arrived  at  any  land  under  which 
the  coal  had  been  worked,  the  earth  and  materials  above 
the  pillars  of  coal  were  dblocated  or  disturbed  to  such 
an  extent  as  to  throw  down  or  crush  the  pillars  of  coal 
which  had  been  left  to  support  the  roof  of  the  mine : 
and  then  the  roof  of  the  mine  fell ;  and  the  superincum- 
bent strata,  and  also  the  soil  on  the  surface,  subsided 
gradually,  but  irregularly.  The  houses  and  other  build- 
ings upon  the  lands  which  were  thus  disturbed  and  let 
down  were  extensively  injured :  and  houses  and  build- 
ings tin  the  io^ediate  vicinity  of  Simpsons  Goaf  were 
thus  injured  during  the  year  1850.  And  the  defendant 
and  his  co-lessees  repaired  or  paid  for  the  repairs  of 
those  houses  and  buildings.  The  plaintifis'  house  was  not 
injured  before  the  year  1$|$4.  .  Bi;^t,^^VMring  th^  course 
of  that  year,  the  thrust  ^p.d  i^  ip|i^pus^0epts  began 
to  operate  upon  the  plaintifis*.  land^and  the  sur^und- 
ing  land.  And  thp  pillars  of  coal  underneath  all  those 
lapds  were  thrown  down  or  crushed:  and  consequently 
the  surface  of  the  land,  the  foundatioi^  of  the  plaintiffs' 
house  and  buildings,  and  the  various  strati  of  stone  and 
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i8S8.        other  materials  between  the  sorfiioe  and  the  coal  mine. 


BoMHi  "ffcre  disturbed  and  subsided  in  such  manner  as,  in  the 
BAcmmocBM,  ™^^^  ^  December  1854,  to  caose  a  portion  of  the 
damage  to  the  piaintifi'  house  and  buildings  complained 
of  in  the  decrlaration.  Since  the  jear  1854  the  plain- 
tiffs* land  has  been  further  disturbed,  and  has  further 
subsided,  in  consequence  of  the  continued  operation  of 
the  thrust  aliove  mentioned.  And  the  plaintifi'  house 
and  buildings  had  in  consequence  received  further 
damage,  between  that  year  and  commencement  of  this 
action,  on  the  20th  day  of  May ,  1856.  Before  this  dis- 
turbance and  subsidence  first  commenced,  in  December^ 
1854,  the  plain tifis  did  not  know,  and  had  no  reason  to 
suspect,  that  the  thrust  which  was  the  cause  of  such 
disturbance  and  subsidence  was  in  operation,  or  in 
existence ;  nor  had  they  any  knowledge  of  the  way  in 
which  the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees  had  worked  the 
mines  under  SimpsorC^  land  so  as  to  create  Shnpson's 
Goaf,  and  produce  the  thrust  above  mentioned. 

Since  the  commencement  of  the  action,  further  sub- 
sidence and  disturbance  of  the  plaintiffs*  land,  and  the 
foundations  of  their  house  and  buildings,  have  been 
^  occasioned  by  the  thrust :  and  the  house  and  buildings 
have  in  consequence  been  further  injured.  All  the  in- 
juries to  the  plaintifis'  house  and  buildings  above  men- 
tioned^ and  as  well  those  sustained  before  as  since  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  are  very  considerable ;  and 
they  have  much  diminished  the  value  of  the  house  and 
buildings.  The  thrust  produced  by  the  working  of 
Simpsons  Goaf  by  the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees,  as 
above  mentioned,  has  been  the  cause  and  the  sole  cause 
of  all  the  damage  complained  of  in  the  declaration,  and 
all  the  other  damage  above  mentioned.     After  the  com- 


XXL   VICTORIA.  631 

mencement  of  the  thrust,  the  defendant  and  his  co-lessees       |g5g, 
did  not  take  any  steps  to  arrest  the  further  progress  of      ^^q^ 
it,  or  prevent  it  from  extending  to  the  plaintifis'  pro-  ^- 

perty.  And  the  pillars  of  coal  under  the  lands  sur- 
rounding the  plaintiils'  land  were  inadequate  alone  to 
sustain  the  pressure  thrown  upon  them  by  the  thrust. 
If  the  coal  mines  under  the  lands  surrounding  the 
plaintiffs'  house  apd  buildings  had  been  left  unworked 
to  a  sufficient  distance  from  the  house  and  buildings, 
they  would  not  have  sustained  any  of  the  damage  com- 
plained of  in  the  declaration. 

The  defendant  and  his  co-lessees,  after  they  had 
worked  the  mines  under  the  lands  surrounding  the 
plaintiffs'  house  and  buildings,  might  have  supported 
the  roof  of  those  parts  of  the  mines  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  have  prevented  the  damage  complained,  of  in  the 
declaration.  But  the  expence  of  so  doing  would  have 
been  very  great,  and  would  in  the  whole  have  amounted 
to  a  much  larger  sum  than  the  value  of  the  property 
injured. 

The  thrust  produced  by  working  SimpsorCs  Goaf,  as 
above  mentioned,  is  still  in  operation,  and  will,  in  all 
probability,  continue  in  operation  for  a  considerable 
time  to  come.  And  in  all  probability  the  house  and 
buildings  of  the  plaintiffs  will  sustain  further  injury: 
and  the  plaintiffs  will  sustain  further  damage  by  reason 
of  the  thrust  and  its  injurious  effects  upon  their  house, 
buildings  and  land. 

The  acts  which  occasioned  the  damage  and  injuries 
above  mentioned  were  all  of  them  done  without  the 
plaintiffs'  leave. 

And  I,  the  said  arbitrator,  do  find : 

That  the  messuages  and  buildings  in  the  declaration 
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^^^^-.  —  as  tenant  tjbetCKif^ias, in^ the  declaration  alleged :r       . ,    . . i n 
^v^    33iha|>  tiie  revten^oB  of  and  in  the  eaid  oieMwgea  m>d 
byllc^g^dM  be)«n||  t^  the  plaintifi^  ai  in  UieHdeoLis^ri , 

}(W«tb^  nappet  ta  the  issue  upon  the  defendanCa  ftnirtli); 
pkia^  fl9.  fef;  ai^rthat  issue  inYolves  any  question  qf.^M^b 
tb^Mhe^ r|)laiotiflSs  were  entitled  to  haye  ihe  said  m^tf*, 
sufges,  and  buildings  supported  bj  the  mines  undert 
gixmnd  contiguous  and  near  to  and  under  the  sa^ 
nM||suag§64uad  buildings  as  in  the  declaration  alleged*.  ., 

./The  qnesdons  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are : 
1<  Whether  the  &cts  above  stated  entitle  the  plamtiffii. 
to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  joined  on  the  first  plea,  as.  to 
all  or  ^OD^.  and  which  of  the  causes  of  action  mentioned 
in  tb^ declaration:  if  the  plaintiffs  be  so  entitled  as  to 
all  or  any  of  such  causes  of  action^  the  verdict  is  to  be 
eixtfred  for  them  on  that  issue  accordingly;  otherwiae 
foe  ^hei  d^ndant. 

2.  Whether  the  (acts  above  stated  entide  the  plaintiffs^ 
or.::tbe  de&ndanty  to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  joined  on  the 
fourth  plea :  and  the  verdict  on  that  issue  is  to  be 
entered  aa  the  Court  shall  directs 

^.  Wheth^  the  Ikets  scbove  stated  entitle  the  plaintifib 
to  a  verdict  on  tb^  issue  joined  .on  the  fifth,  plea  as  to 
all  or  any  and  which  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the 
declarafiolir  ttlMtiotii^ :  'if  the  plaintiflk  be  so  entitled  as 
to  all  or  any  of  sucl^  copses  of  actioo^  the  verdict  is  to  be 
entered  for  them  on^  thai  issue  acccnrdingly ;  otherwise 
for  the  deiWndant 

The  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintift  on  each 
of  the  otber  issues. 

If  the  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plain tifis  upon 
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another  question  for  th^  oipinion  of  the  Cotitt  U : '  '--^^^  '^     JdiftMf 

4/  Whether  tb«  defendant  is  responsifalef  fbi  M'i^e    ^^^i^ 
dfMiM^  which  has  been  siistaaned  bj^^fh^^  j^lilfifilMby'^ 
reason  of  the  injuries  to  their  said  messuages  k^d^biiild^^ 
iiig^  ftbove  described^  or  for  any  and  ^haf  i^ifHe^  of^t^t 
damage;  and  whether  he  is  respotlsibtcf  in'  ah;f  an^d'itil 
what  respect  for  the  probable  future  damage 'whidr  tni^' 
be'  occasioned  in  manner  above  described,  or  for  'Qitl'^ 
damage  occasioned  by  the  diminution  in  yalue  of  tfi^^^ 
said  messuages  and  buildings  by  reason  of  their  inaeeifVe^' 
state  and  condition,  or  the  injuries  which  will  probftlAy 
be  hereafter  occasioned  by  the  further  progress  6^  the 
thrust  as  above  mentioned.  '* 

The  case  was  argued,  in  Hilary  Term  (a),  1857,  by' 
Knawlea  for  the  plaintifis  and  Huffh  Hill  for  the  defend* 
ant  For  the  course  of  the  argument,  it  is  considered 
suffident  to  refer  to  the  judgments  delivered  in  this 
Court,  and  to  the  argument  and  judgment  in  die  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  (b). 

Var.  (Buh,  mclL 

(a)  November  10th.  Another  case,  Longstaffr,  ^(zdhouie,  raising  the 
same  questions,  was  argued  on  the  same  day,  by  Mamuty  fdr  tile  -pkiliilfiir 
and  Joieph  Additon  for  the  defendant.  There  m<wt  thfee.fi^r,/qaf#8  nbo 
raising  the  same  question :  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  judgment  in  one 
case  should  he  treated  as  governing  the  others ;  the  sainci  party  l^mg  the 
defendant  in  all  A««.  . ; .. i  ^  /'    CuUt   / 1 « l^    i*  >    i  liS 

(6>  Reference  was  made  in  the «rg|^e9ts  iii  fl^jf.Q^i^,^  thfi  ^loiriBC 
authorities,  not  mentioned  in  the  juagments :  A^kh^  y.  Whit*,  2  Ld,  JRajfm. 
938,  and  notes  to  S:  C.  lb  1  l^mUh*i  L.  'Ca.'i\i';  jirliriyy.  Owen,  6  Exch, 
35ds  £!lartT.  ArCbr%,a  B.^  Aidb m^  lmpl»ial  Gnt  LipAttmd  CMt 
Company  ▼.  JLondon  Ga§  Light  Company ,  10  Exch.  39^  CUyf  v.  Dtmdtnt 
12  Q.  B.  576;  Firmstone  y.  tTMey,  13  L.  J.  N.  S.  Exek.  361  ;  ,S,  C, 
2  D,  $-  X.  203 ;  Roseufett  ?.  PHdt,1t  SaOl.  466 ;  Rex  y.  PetOy,  1  A.  ^  B. 
822 ;  Ward  y.  Ward,  7  Exch.  838;  Howell  y.  Kwa^,  5  B.  9^  C,  959; 
Wordsworth  v.  Harley,  I  B.  ^  Ad.  391  ;  lord  Oakky  v.  The  Ksnsin^ton 
Canal  Company,  b  B.  ^  Ad,  138. 
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1858.  The  learned  Judges,  not  agreeing  in  opinion,  now 

BwioMi      delivered  judgment  seriatim. 


Backhouss. 


WiQHTMAK  J*  The  plainti£&  in  this  case  oomi^aiDed 
of  damage  done  to  houses  and  buildings,  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  a  person  who  held  them  as  their  tenant,  by  the 
improper  working  of  coal  mines  near  to  such  houses  and 
buildings,  without  leaving  any  proper  support  to  their 
workings. 

The  plaintifis,  in  their  declaration,  after  stating  that 
the  reversion  of  the  premises  belonged  to  them,  alleged 
that  they  were  entitled  to  have  the  messuages  and 
buildings  supported  by  the  mines,  earth  and  soil  under- 
ground, contiguous  and  near  to  and  under  them. 

The  defendant  pleaded  Not  guilty;  and  two  tra- 
verses, upon  which  no  question  is  made ;  and,  4th,  that 
the  plaintifis  were  not  entitled  to  have  their  messuages 
and  buildings  supported  by  the  mines  &c  as  alleged; 
and,  5th,  the  Statute  of  X<imitations. 

It  appeared  by  the  award  of  the  arbitrator,  to  whom 
the  case  was  referred  to  find  the  facts,  that  the  plaintiffi 
were  the  owners  of  the  surface  upon  which  the  buildings 
had  been  erected  more  than  forty  years  before  the  injury 
complained  of;  but  that  the  mines  and  minerals  under 
the  plaintiffs'  land  and  buildings  belonged  to  other  per- 
sons, under  whom  the  defendant  claimed.  The  defend- 
ant, and  others  with  whom  he  was  associated,  worked 
out  the  coal  under  plaintiffs'  land  and  also  under  the 
adjoining  lands.  And,  in  the  year  1848,  they  purchased 
and  worked  the  coal  under  the  land  of  Daniel  Simpson; 
and  in  1849  removed  the  pillars  which  had  been  left  in 
that  land.  And  in  1850  the  roof  and  superincumbent 
soil  fell  in  and  formed  what  is  called  a  thrust   Simpstrn's 
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land,  where  the  roof  fell  in,  is  280  yards  from  the  plain-        18^8. 
tiffs'  premises.     The  previous  workings  of  the  defendant       bohomi 
had  caused  no  damage  whatever  to  the  plaintiffs'  pre-    backhouse. 
mises;  but  the  effect  of  the  thrust  occasioned  by  the 
defendant's  removal  of  the  pillars  in  SimpstnCs  land  in 
1849  was  gradually  to  dislocate  and  throw  down  the 
pillars  in  the  neighbouring  workings,  until,  in  1854,  the 
plaintiffs'  land  and  houses  were  injuriously  affected  by 
the  subsidence  of  the  surface. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  great  question  before 
us  was,  From  what  period  the  statute  should  run: 
whether  from  the  accruing  of  the  damage  in  1854,  or 
from  the  more  remote  cause  in  1849;  the  arbitrator 
having  found  that  the  '^  thrust"  then  caused  by  the 
defendailf  s  taking  away  the  pillars  under  Simpson^s  land 
was  the  sole  cause  of  the  damage  to  the  plaintiffs'  pre- 
mises. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  this  question,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  nature  of  the  right  claimed 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  say  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  their 
messuages  and  buildings  supported  by  the  mines,  earth 
and  soil  underground,  contiguous  and  near  to  and  under 
them ;  and  the  declaration  is  in  the  form  adopted  in 
Nicklin  V.  Williams  (a),  stating  that  they  arc  entitled  to 
such  support,  without  saying  whether  by  prescription, 
grant,  or  as  an  easement  by  enjoyment  for  twenty  years. 
The  defendant  denies  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
have  their  premises  supported  as  they  allege :  and  that 
is  one  of  the  issues  in  the  case. 

The  arbitrator  does  not  find  that  there  was  any 
negligence  or  improper  working  of  the  mines  under  the 

(a)   10  Etch,  259. 
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1958];  pfauBOBsVffeiiiia^,^, under  the. laod rifM)edkt^^K))iH 
^y^^^  ^guoiiS:tfaerotc%ii(Hrftb^>aii;  part  o^  the  4ft»  Wibe 
Biac^tdMiL  I^MiMafi^  poopertj  .^IXM  from  such  wockings  but  that 
tltt  damage  fliia0a>agilalj.  by  the  de&odaiU's^woiluuBg/the 
mines f  in  7oUmp  landa  not  oontiguous  to  tbe  filaiAtift* 
prenuBeiV'lHit  at  a  dialaoce  of  280  yaatda  firom  tbrab 
Tbejowaer^iif  thoae  lands  had  as  much  right  to  wodi 
tbe  mines  io  ihem  as  the  owner  of  the  plaiodj96^*,l8i|4 
had  to  build  houses  upon  his,  subject  only  tatb(9,4¥^ 
of  80  ufflflg  his  own  property  that  he  should  not  injure 
thatofanothen  ^.i.  i 

Upon  iConsideiation  of  all  the  cases,  it  appeam  to  me 
that  the  cause  of  action  in  such  a  case  as  the  present 
ii'feunded  upon  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  Ae 
defendant;  by  so  using  hb  own  property  as  to  injure 
that  of  his  neighbour,  and  not  upon  any  ri^t  of ,  the 
plaintifis  to  an  easement  in,  upon  or  over  the  land  ^ 
their  neighbours.  Where  ancient  buildings  are  standing 
upon  <the  plaintiis'  landi  the  defendant  must  take  cam 
not  to  use  btf  own  land  io  such  a  maun^  as  to  injum 
ib6fls#:  The  iang^nage  lUsed 'in^eome  of  the  oasea  ianiot 
«erjr/oIeaB4'ibatit,a|ipearflrTtoiii&ihttt  the  cases  of -f%^ 

^i9a^(i:)^)ifi0Afi^n«fc  Jka^(iiQ^H&i^  cases  of 

SSmgfij/  tvw  <iBa$matdi{ii^)i<jWUliam'  Aldred^s  Case  Qf)^  aad 
the  'qptqibftJBfaspuesatd.^y  Abe>  Jwulges  in  giving  tM^ 
jadgmem  in  >die  traae  f^fJio^otfetkatHiW^  <  WUboh. (Jk) .  in  tins 

Cfr)  6  New  Co,  ].,  m  IScn.  Cii.»  reversing  the  juagmefit  of  C.  P.  m 
Troweri.  ChadiMt;^  N^  Ok'i^^M.  -''  " 

(c>  3  if.  4r  r.  220.        .      i;.  .:        (d)  lj6i^.?4&, 

(€)  1  Rol.  ii.  430.  (y)  9  Rep.  bl\ 

(h)  ^  B.^  B.  i23,  In  Cxcli/Ch.,  affirming  the  jadgttent  6t}i,'^,  ui 
Rowbotkam  v.  WiUon,  6  E,  ^  B.  SSS. 


Bk^hc^^ti^  Ctatfibel*  at 'ihft  bittings^ttter  tet  THnify       isssi 
T^Hii,  aiN}  A^oAritied  to  AewtbaVtte' tight ^otaiiBftdibi^  "B^ilwUT* 
thd  pMntiffii  krnot  a  right  (batid^  «ifK)n' tlif'  pfi&adtDpckfti    SA^sj^nH^fn. 
of  B^giMt  or  MMieinent,  but  b  thdcooraKMi  righti^ an 
o#tier  <if  land  not  to  be  itijured  in  bia  property  by  the 
way  m  which  the  defendant  usee  hia,  aecoidtng  to  the 
t^tm^itnaof  the  law,  ^Prohibetur  ne  quia  fiKiat'iJi 
Mb  ^vtiA  kiocere  poaait  alieno,**  and  ^  Sic  atere  two  tH 
dietanm  non  la^aa.** 

*'*'Ill'tbia  view  of  the  caae,  and  upon  tto  ab^ve  Mthoriiiei^ 
I  must  confess  that  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  judgment 
of  the  Coiu't  of  Exchequer  in  the  ease  of  NtekKn  v. 

WSUiaini  (a)  (bj  which  I  should  otherwise  have  oon« 
aidered  I  was  bound),  in  which  it  was  held  that  -in  sach 
a  case  as  the  present  the  action  waa  founded  upon  ao 
injui^  to  a  right,  and  not  upon  the  consequential  damage^ 
and  that  a  cause  of  action  would  accrae  if  ao  much  coal 
er  substratum  was  taken  away  as  might  eventually  deprive 
the  plain  tifla  of  the  support  to  which  they  were  entitled« 
though  no  actual  damage  occurred,  and  perhaps  never 
might  ocenr.  If  that  were  so,  the  owner  of  tho  adjacent 
land*  'could  not  abstract  the  minecala,  nor  avail  himself 
of  the  ftill  benefit  of  hh  property,  wkbout  being  liable 
to  an  action,  though,  before  any  damagevkad  actually 
occurred,  he  had,  by  substituting  othermeansof  aapport, 
removed  all  danger  of  injury  to  the  pUnntid^  propertjr; 
This  would  be  wholly  inconsistent  with  dicright'of.the 
defendant  to  use  his  property  as  he  pleases,  provided 
he  does  not  injure  that  of  his  neighbour :  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintifis'  cause  of  action  arose  when 
his  property  was  injured:  and,  as  no  actual  damage 
occurred  more  than  six  years  before  the  action  brought, 

(a)  10  Bwdk.  269. 


Backuovbe, 
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ISSS,        that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  no  bar;  and  that  the 
^f^Q^j       plaintifls  are  entitled  to  our  judgment  upon  that  plea. 

With  respect  to  the  right  of  action  of  the  plaintifls 
generally,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  the  defendant  must, 
upon  the  fiicts  found  by  the  arbitrator,  have  known  of 
the  buildings  upon  the  plaintiffs'  land,  and  of  the  state 
in  which  the  supports  were  left  by  himself  under  their 
land  and  buildings,  and  under  the  adjacent  land,  he  was 
bound,  in  working  the  mines  under  Simpson^s  land,  to 
use  such  reasonable  care  and  caution  as  not  to  throw 
down  or  weaken  the  supports  which  he  left  under  and 
near  to  the  plaintiffs'  land  and  buildings,  and  that  he  is 
liable  to  an  action  for  the  damage  arising  from  his  mode 
of  working  in  Simpsan^a  land.  In  the  sense  in  which  I 
construe  the  plaintiffs*  allegation  of  title,  I  think  that 
they  are  entitled,  and  that  the  verdict  should  be  entered 
for  them  upon  all  the  issues. 

With  respect  to  the  damages,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  as 
the  action  is  founded  upon  the  consequential  damage, 
the  plaintiffs  can  only  recover  in  this  action  to  the 
estent  of  the  damage  they  have  actually  sustained,  which 
may  include,  not  merely  what  they  are  obliged  to  lay 
out  in  actual  repair,  but  the  diminution  in  the  value  of 
the  premises  by  reason  of  the  damage. 

My  opinion  is  the  same  in  the  other  actions ;  in  each 
of  which  I  think  the  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the 
plaintifis. 

Coleridge  J.  I  have  had  the  opportunity  of  reading 
the  judgments  of  my  Lord,  my  brother  Wightman  and 
my  brother  Erle^  in  this  case:  and,  after  much  con- 
sideration and  long  doubting,  I  adopt  the  conclusion  to 
which  my  Lord  and  ray  brother  Erie  have  come. 
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My  brother  Wightman  has  so  clearly  and  folly  stated  1858. 
the  pleadings  and  the  facts,  that  I  need  not  repeat  them.  bomomi 
It  seems  to  me  that,  according  to  his  statement,  the  backhouse. 
interest  which  the  plaintiffs  allege  in  themselves,  and  to 
have  been  injured  by  the  defendant,  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  right  growing  out  of  ownership,  or  incident  to  the 
ownership,  of  land,  and  not  an  easement  on  the  land  of 
another  arising  from  grant  or  in  any  other  way.  It  is 
a  right  which,  in  some  measure,  contracts  the  exercise 
of  dominion  in  the  owners  of  adjoining  or  neighbouring 
lands  over  these  lands:  but  then  it  is  a  restraint  which 
18  mutual,  and  therefore  not  unjust.  It  consists  in 
making  it  unlawful  for  the  owner  of  land,  as  such, 
so  to  deal  with  it  as  to  withdraw  from  his  neighbours' 
land  that  support  which  is  necessary  to  maintain  it  in 
its  natural  condition.  If  he  so  deals  with  his  land,  he 
uses  it  so  as  to  injure  his  neighbours :  and  the  forbiddance 
of  this  I  still  venture  to  think  not  uselessly  or  imperfectly 
expressed  in  the  maxim  of  the  Roman  law,  Sic  utere 
tuo  ut  alienum  non  Isedas.  We  are  all  agreed  on  the 
existence  of  this  right  by  our  law,  and  that  a  violation 
of  it  is  actionable :  the  question  is,  under  what  circum- 
stances and  at  what  time  the  right  of  action  arose  in 
this  case. 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  makes  it  material  in  the 
present  case  to  determine  this,  but  can  have  nothing  to 
do  with  deciding  it:  the  question  would  remain  exactly 
the  same  if  the  statute  had  not  been  pleaded,  or  had 
never  been  passed.  Neither  can  the  knowledge  of  the 
parties  be  material  in  deciding  the  question :  the  right 
of  action  vests  in  a  party,  whose  rights  are  injuriously 
affected  by  the  act  of  another  person,  at  the  time  when 
the  right  is  so  affected,  whether  he  knows  of  the  injury 
being  done  or  is  ignorant  of  it,  and  against  the  party  whose 
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1858.       act  it  is,  whether  he  was  conscioos  of  its  injorioaa  nature 

Bmomi       ^  >^o^     I  d<>  i^o^  s^  to  prove  these  propoaitioDs ;  tar  1 

Bacuooo.   ^^  '^^  think  thej  can  be  dispated.    Such  consideration^ 

therefinre,  should  not  be  allowed  to  have  any  place  in 

the  argoment,  because  they  only  tend  to  create  prejodice 

on  one  side  or  the  other  by  making  oat  a  case  of  aj^M- 

*rent  hardship. 

Bat  it  seems  to  me  that  the  answer  to  the  question 
is  to  be  found  in  the  principle  of  law  now  well  esta- 
blished, that  the  injury  to  a  right  imports  condusively  a 
damage  done ;  and  therefore  that  a  right  of  action  arises 
the  moment  any  act  is  done  which  u  an  infringement  of 
the  right,  although  no  visible  damage  or  inconvenience 
in  the  popular  sense  can  then  be  proved.  And  this 
stands  on  the  soundest  reason.  In  all  such  cases^  in 
truth,  the  act  does  injure  that  which  is  the  most  valu- 
able part  of  the  plainti£&*  possession,  namely  the  right : 
it  weakens  it  in  its  evidence;  such  acts  may  be  again 
and  again  repeated  before  the  visible  damage  arises; 
and,  when  it  does,  and  the  action  is  brought,  although  it 
could  not  be  said  that  the  {nrevious  acts  were  acquiesced 
in,  if  by  the  hypothesis  they  were  not  actionable,  yet, 
even  so,  by  their  frequency  and  the  lapse  of  time  they 
would  have  made  it  more  difficult  to  prove  the  right* 
Let  it  be  supposed  that  no  action  would  lie  for  a  tres- 
pass on  the  surfiice  of  land,  unless  some  actual  damage 
were  proved ;  and  it  would  be  seen  at  Once  how,  in  a 
case  of  disputed  boundary,  the  difficulty  of  proof  would 
be  increased.  But  surely  any  right  is  diminished  in 
value  if  you  make  it  more  difficult  to  maintain  it  Ac- 
cordingly this  point  is  now  well  settled ;  and  it  may  be 
enough  to  refer  to  the  learned  note  on  MeUcr  v.  SpaU* 
man  (a). 

(a)  1  Wm$.  SamuL  346,  a,h,  note  (2). 


Ihiu  i^Mted^  ^affid^an  aetion' id  bi^cighli'fb*'  tU^^'^t    '^^ffj^^^^ 

deged*  to  have  sa  ifijtihed'  tty  the  datii^g^^hrcA'  tiy'tt^le 

jor^'^tbutatM  must  be  taken  to  ^mbmoe  alf  lhe^njui> 

m|i0:  oanaeqnencea  of  that  act,  onknowb  ad  ^elt  in 

known,  which  shall  arise  hereafter,  as  well  as  thb^  which 

hm^mri^en.    Jot  the  right  of  action  is  satisfied  by'^ne 

n&werji    Fetter  ▼.  Beat  (a)  is  an  authority  for  thidl 

TH^e  the  jriaintiff  had  received  a  blow  on  the  head;  ttitA 

idMl^ned  small  apparent   injury,  and  recovered  fsthntl 

Samages.    Afterwards,  in  consequence  of  theUb^,  a 

pofliofi  of  his  skull   was  detached;    and  it  app^red 

tbit  In  truth  the  skull  had  been  fractured.     He  brought 

*:  second  action,  which  was  attempted  to  be  supported 

Ob  the  ground  that  the  former  recovery  was  for  a  mere 

battery,  and  this  for  maihem.     But  it  was  held  'that  'M 

aoiion  lay;  for  there  was  but  one  blow;  land  that  Wadlher 

cause  of  action  in  both  suits,  and  not  the  oonseijtiancest 

and  the  distinction  was  pointed  <mt  between*  ttii^  case 

And  one  of  continuing  nut6ante,%het^  ^^h  ^litlliiiult^i^ 

v^aa  a  fi^h  nuisance.     No'ft^h'  nctloni  theftlfbi^'  ^ris^ 

bnpreaaoD'of  suN^uent  i«^dMiw^ieMHiii^^fiMQ'fh& 

act,  if  tll^  act  it$c}f  wet^  af^tiOtiiftl^;  4bi^/^P<K^  iiklM 

wef«'  bro^bt,  M^ht  ^MM^e^^M^h  ^€fm  HtkHA  V^i 

ocMrr  (^  that  li^tiiy  w^^Bl)»<b^f¥IJoV%i«;F^y 

in  that  aelidn,  if  te  ^eMfA^.^^^  ^'  ^»''^  »  ^""'''"'^ 

On' these  ah^rt  gr()^s;'i^tfiIH<^'iH@<6idM^'^  Limi- 
tations was  an  answi^r  to  the  plbihtffis^^Iaiiti^'aild  that 
our  judgment  ought  to  b^  fei*  tB«l  defeD^rit.  - 


(a)  1  hA  JtayNK  33^.  40ft ;  S,  0.  1  tSbiSI.  1t: 
E.   B.   &   E.  2   T 
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1858.  The  same  learned  Judge  then  proceeded  to  read  the 

BoNOMi      judgment  of 


Backhouse. 


Erle  J.  Upon  the  facts,  as  stated  by  my  brother 
Wightmariy  1  am  of  opinion  that  the  right  to  support  is 
one  of  the  ordinary  rights  of  property,  analogous  to  the 
right  to  a  natural  stream,  incidental  to  all  land,  and  not 
an  easement  or  right  acquired  by  grant  or  otherwise* 
It  is  decided  that  the  right  to  lateral  support  from 
adjoining  land  is  not,  like  the  support  of  one  building 
upon  another,  supposed  to  be  gained  by  grant,  but  is  a 
right  of  property  passing  with  the  soil;  and  that  the 
right  of  the  owner  of  the  surface  to  have  it  supported 
by  the  mineral  strata  stands  on  the  same  principle; 
Humphries  v.  Brogden  (a). 

From  this  doctrine  it  seems  to  follow  that  a  cause  of 
action  accrues  when  this  right  is  violated,  and  that  it  is 
violated  when  an  excavation  is  made  which  takes  away 
the  support  to  which  the  surface  is  entitled,  so  as  to 
cause  damage  to  the  surface,  either  immediately  or 
indirectly,  by  the  operation  of  the  laws  of  nature,  after 
a  time.  Such  an  excavation  is  an  injury  to  the  right, 
and  a  cause  of  action,  before  the  actual  damage  has 
accrued. 

This  point  was  considered  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
in  NichUn  v.  WilUams  (ft);  and  it  is  there  laid  down 
that  the  cause  of  action  accrues  on  the  removal  of  the 
stratum  of  support,  and  not  on  the  resulting  damage ; 
and  the  cases  of  Sutton  v.  Clarke  {c)y  Roberts  v  Read{d) 
and  Gilhn  v.  Boddington  (e)  are  distinguished  on  the 

(a)  12  Q.  B,  739.  744.  (6)  10  Exeh.  259. 

(e)  6  Taunt  29.  (<0  16  Eatt,  21S. 

(«)  Ry.  ^  M.  161. 
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ground  that  the  cause  of  action  in  them  was  the  con-        1858. 
sequential  damage,  not  the  injury  to  the  right:  and  they       bomomi 
may  be  further  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  they    backjhousb, 
were  all  cases  turning  on  a  short  limitation  of  a   few 
months  in  actions  by  parties  aggrieved  by  works  done 
under  a  statute. 

If  the  party  making  the  excavation  intends  to  sub- 
stitute a  support  within  a  reasonable  time,  it  may  be 
matter  of  defence.  If  it  be  said  that  the  owner  of  the 
surface  may  not  know  of  the  excavation,  or,  knowing  of 
it,  may  not  know  that  it  will  damage  his  surface,  it  may 
be  answered  that  the  miner  excavating  may  not  be  able 
to  foresee  distant  results  from  his  acts,  and  that  a 
responsibility  after  a  long  time,  and  a  long  series  of 
causes  and  effects,  is  a  great  hardship  upon  him. 

As  a  general  principle,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  a 
cause  of  action  from  damage  when  no  right  has  been 
violated,  and  no  wrong  has  been  done.  The  maxim. 
Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Isedas,  is  mere  verbiage. 
A  party  may  damage  the  property  of  another  where 
the  law  permits;  and  he  may  not  where  the  law  pro- 
hibits: so  that  the  maxim  can  never  be  applied  till 
the  law  is  ascertained ;  and,  when  it  is,  the  maxim  is 
superfluous.  The  check  upon  mining,  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  surface,  is  for  the  advantage  of  the  surface : 
that  advantage  is  secured  by  the  decision  in  Humphries 
v.  [Broffden  (a).  The  surface  owner  taking  that  ad- 
vantage may  not  unreasonably  be  held  to  take  it  with 
ordinary  legal  incidents,  and,  among  others,  a  liability 
to  be  barred  by  six  years  from  the  wrongful  act  In 
case  of  mining  operations  which  are  a  trespass,   the 

(a)  12  Q.  B.  739. 

2  T  2 
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1858.        statute  runs  from  the  trespass,  though  the  party  may 
g^^Q^j       have  been  ignorant  of  the  act  done.     The  same  rule 
Backhousb.    ™*y  ^*^^  equal  justice  apply  to  a  surface  owner,  not- 
withstanding he  may  have  been  ignorant  of  the  violation 
of  his  right  to  support. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Having  referred  to  all  the  au- 
thorities relied  upon  in  this  case,  and  considered  the 
principles  by  which  it  ought  to  be  decided,  I  have,  after 
considerable  doubt,  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  our  judgment  on  the  fifth  plea. 

I  agree  in  the  opinion  that  the  right  of  support  which 
the  plaintiffs  claim  is  a  natural  right  of  property,  to  be 
presumed  till  (as  in  Rowbotham  v.  Wilson  {a)  )  evidence 
is  given  to  rebut  the  presumption ;  and  that  such  a  right 
b  not  to  be  considered  an  easement  or  servitude  arising 
firom  grant  But  the  consequence  does  not  seem  to  me 
to  follow,  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  cannot  begin 
to  run  for  an  injury  to  such  a  right  till  there  has  been 
an  actual  subsidence  of  the  surface.  If  the  subjacent 
strata  have  been  removed  without  leaving  ribs  or  pillars 
to  support  the  surface,  and  without  any  indication  of 
an  intention  to  substitute  artificial  means  of  propping 
up  the  surface,  and  without  a  practical  possibility  of 
doing  so,  whereby,  according  to  the  laws  of  nature,  the 
surface  must  in  time  subside,  I  think  that  there  has  been 
an  injury  to  the  right,  with  a  damage  to  the  owner  of 
the  surface,  for  which  an  action  might  be  maintained. 
The  general  rule  cannot  be  altered  by  an  ignorance  of 
£Eu;ts  or  a  difficulty  of  proof,  which  ia  some  instances  may 
arise ;  for  existing  facts,  which  may  be  ascertained,  must 

(a)  8  J?.  ^  J9.  123,  in  Ezch.  Ch  ,  affirming  the  jodgment  of  Q.  B.  in 
Rowbotham  v.  WUiom,  6E.^  B.  593. 
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be  supposed  to  be  known  and  capable  of  being  proved  1858. 
by  all  who  have  an  interest  in  them.  Instances  might  ioNoin 
easily  be  put  where,  without  any  actual  subsidence  of  backhousb. 
the  surface,  the  danger  of  a  subsidence  from  the  removal 
of  the  subjacent  strata  may  be  shewn  to  be  imminent, 
so  that  the  occupation  of  the  surface  may  be  perilous  to 
life,  and  the  marketable  value  of  the  surface  may  be 
greatly  diminished.  Is  it  to  be  said  that  under  such 
circumstances  there  is  no  cause  of  action  till  the  crash 
comes  by  the  collapse  of  the  unsupported  surface  ?  I 
apprehend  that  an  injunction  might  be  obtained  against 
excavating  the  minerals  in  a  manner  likely  to  produce 
such  effects,  and  that  an  action  might  be  maintained 
before  the  disastrous  effects  have  been  actually  pro- 
duced. But  the  Statute  of  Limitations  must  run  from 
the  time  when  the  acts  were  done  which  cause  the 
damage:  and,  if  none  of  those  acts  were  done  within 
six  years,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  a  bar,  although 
the  actual  damage  from  the  disintegration  of  the  strata 
constituting  what  is  called  the  ^*  surface**  may  not  have 
happened  till  recently  before  the  action  was  commenced. 
The  present  appears  to  me  to  be  an  action  for  injury 
to  a  right,  and  not  merely  for  what  is  called  consequential 
damage.  Looking  to  my  brother  Wightman^s  precept. 
Sic  utere  tuo  &c.  (which  I  would  treat  with  more  re- 
verence than  my  brother  ferfc),  I  say  that  there  was  a 
lesion  of  what  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs  when  the  de- 
fendant did  that  which  necessarily  led  to  all  the  damage 
and  loss  of  which  the  plaintiffs  complain.  The  removal 
of  the  pillars  in  Simpsons  land,  and  the  "thrust"  which 
followed  in  1850,  appear,  from  the  statement  of  the 
arbitrator,  directly  and  necessarily  to  have  produced  the 
subsidence  of  the  surface  in  1854. 
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1858.  With  regard  to  the  authorities  cited,  I  will  merely 

BoNOMi       remark  that  Nicklin  v.  WilKams{a)  is  expressly  in  point; 
Backhouse    ^^^  ^^^  ^^  decisions  relied  upon  to  shew  that  this  is 
an  action  for  consequential  damage,  complete  only  upon 
the  subsidence  of  the  surface,  may,  I  think,  be  distin- 
guished from  it. 

For  these  reasons,  I  concur  in  opinion  with  my 
brothers  Coleridge  and  Erle^  that  on  the  fifth  plea  there 
ought  to  be  judgment  for  the  defendant 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  fifth  plea. 

(a)  10  Exch,  259. 


[sainrday,  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

Junt  18tb, 
1859.] 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  against  the  above  decision. 
The  case  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Easter  Vacation,  1859  (a). 

Manisiy^  for  the  appellants  (plaintiflb  below).  The 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  is  not  to  an  easement;  it  is  an 
ordinary  right  of  property ;  Rowhotham  v.  Wilson  (J). 
The  right  is  to  haye  their  land  supported ;  and  the  mine 
owner  is  guilty  of  no  wrong  as  long  as  he  does  not 
interfere  with  the  support,  though  he  take  away  all  the 
coal.  The  injury  complained  of  is  said,  by  the  learned 
Judges  constituting  the  majority  below,  to  be  an  injury 

(a)  May  13th  and  I4th.     Before   WiUes  and  ByltM  Js.,  and  MdrHih 
Watson  and  BramweH  Bs. 

(b)  B  E.  Sc  B,  123,  in  Exch.  Ch.,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Q.  B.  in 
Rowbotham  v.  Wi/son,  6  E.  ^  B.  593. 
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to  a  right ;  so  that  the  invasion  of  the  right  alone,  with-  [1859.] 
out  any  other  injury,  creates  a  full  right  of  action.  That  bonomi 
isy  in  effect,  to  sanction  an  action  quia  timet  This  doc-  backhousb. 
trine  would  in  fact  lead  directly  to  consequences  incon- 
sistent with  the  decision  of  Roberts  v.  Read  (a),  where  it 
was  held  that  an  action  might  be  brought  for  the  under- 
mining of  a  wall  which  had  fallen  within  the  time  of  the 
limitation,  though  the  act  of  undermining  was  more 
remote  than  the  limited  time ;  the  complaint  being  for 
the  consequential  damage.  That  case  was  strongly  ap- 
proved of  by  Abbott  C.  J.  in  GiOon  v.  Boddington  (J) ; 
and  it  was  recently  relied  upon  by  Cresswell  J.  in  Row^ 
botham  V.  Wilson  (a).  [^Willes  J.  I  think  it  was  held 
that,  where  a  man  had  made  a  heap  of  materials  which 
afterwards  fell  down  so  as  to  injure  the  adjoining  land, 
trespass  might  be  maintained :  can  there  be  a  power  of 
electing  between  case  and  trespass  ?]  An  action  might 
be  maintained  for  keeping  up  such  a  heap  until  the 
mischief  occurred;  but  not  if  it  were  removed  before 
the  damage.  [Byles  J.  Take  the  common  case  of  a 
man  allowing  trees  to  be  on  his  land  which,  if  they  are 
allowed  to  grow  for  a  certain  time,  will  injure  the  land 
of  his  neighbour;  can  the  neighbour  maintain  an  action 
as  soon  as  the  trees  are  planted,  or  as  soon  as  an  acorn 
is  put  in,  and  before  the  trees  have  grown  so  as  to  be 
injurious  ?]  That  consequence,  absurd  as  it  is,  would 
follow  from  the  principle  affirmed  in  the  Court  below. 
In  Howell  v.  Young  ((/),  where  an  attorney  was  sued  by 
his  client  for  negligently  taking  an  insufficient  security 
for  a  loan,  it  was  held  that  the  time  of  limitation  ran 
from  the  taking  of  the  security,  and  not  from  the  disco* 

(a)  16  East,  215.  (6)  Ry.  ^  Moo,  161. 

(c)  8  JB.  ^  P.  168.  (d)  6  P.  fir  C.  269. 
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[1859.]  very  of  the  insufficiency.  There  no  fresh  damage  had 
""  g^jjQjjj  occurred,  the  loss  of  interest  constituting  only  a  measure 
of  the  damage  done  by  the  original  loan  of  the  money 
on  insufficient  security :  there  was,  as  Holroyd  J.  points 
out,  **  no  new  misconduct  or  negligence. **  Here  that  of 
which  the  plaintiiTs  complain  is  the  mischief  done  by 
the  defendant  keeping  the  mine  in  an  insecure  state  up 
to  the  time  of  the  subsidence.  Suppose  an  action  to 
haye  been  brought  when  the  undermining  first  took 
place,  what  would  have  been  the  measure  of  damages  ? 
And  would  it  not  haye  been  a  sufficient  answer,  that 
the  defendant  had  not  used  his  own  so  as  to  injure 
that  which  was  another's?  Besides,  if  the  action  then 
lay,  it  would  not  have  been  barred  by  the  defendant  at 
a  later  period,  before  action  brought,  taking  steps  to 
prevent  the  mischief  from  being  so  propagated  as  to 
reach  the  plaintifis'  land  at  all.  That  would  not  have 
barred  a  right  of  action  once  vested  :  yet  how  could  the 
defendant  have  been  liable  for  an  act  which  could  never 
do  harm?  Suppose  a  landowner  makes  a  drain,  and 
then  discovers  that,  owing  to  a  quicksand  on  his  land, 
the  drain  will  injure  his  neighbours  land  unless  steps 
be  taken  to  prevent  this ;  and  that  he  thereupon  does 
take  such  steps,  and  no  damage  follows:  he  surely  is 
not  liable  to  an  action. 

Bavilly  contra  (for  the  defendant  below).  The  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  assumes  that  the  excavation  was 
made  in  a  place  at  which  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
support :  but  that  is  contrary  to  the  fact.  Nicklin  v. 
Williams  (a)  is  directly  in  point  There  land  had  been 
undermined  by  defendant,  so  as  to  cause  the  plaintiff's 

(a)  10  Exeh.  269. 
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houses  to  subside  ;  and  for  this  a  compensation  was  [1859.] 
agreed  upon :  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  bowoki 
recover  for  the  damage  caused  by  a  subsequent  subsi-  bj^ckhousi. 
dence,  no  fresh  act  having  been  done  by  the  defendant ; 
for  that  the  compensation  covered  the  prospective  da- 
mages incidental  to  the  one  act.  Wightman  J.  appears 
to  consider  that  there  is,  till  the  subsidence  occurs,  no 
infringement  of  the  rule  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non 
Isedas.  But  what  is  the  lesion  ?  It  is  the  violation  of 
the  right  to  support :  the  injury  is  complete  when  the 
right  is  violated.  In  Nicklin  v.  Williams  {a\  Parke  B. 
distinguished  Roberts  v.  Read(b)  and  Oillan  v.  Sodding-' 
ton  {c\  on  the  grounds  that  the  right  in  those  cases  was 
not  injured,  so  that  the  complaint  was  entirely  for  the 
actual  damage,  and  that  there  was  an  intermediate 
agency  causing  the  mischief.  These  circumstances  dis- 
tinguish those  two  cases  also  from  the  case  now  before 
the  Court.  [Bramwell  B.  What  do  you  say  the  right 
is?  To  the  natural  support,  or  to  either  that  or  an 
adequate  substitute  ?]  That  may  be  a  question  of  some 
difficulty.  The  declaration  here  claims  the  right  of 
the  support  of  the  ground  :  perhaps,  if  an  adequate  sup- 
port had  been  substituted,  that  might  have  answered  the 
action.  [Byles  J.  Has  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  more 
than  a  sufficient  support  for  the  time  being  ?]  He  has 
a  right  to  a  permanent  support;  and,  if  this  is  taken 
away,  he  may  instantly  complain  though  the  fall  takes 
place  later ;  just  as  the  owner  of  an  upper  story  may 
complain  of  that  being  done  in  a  lower  story  which  cer- 
tainly, though  not  instantly,  will  cause  the  upper  story 
to  fall.     Suppose  the  plaintiff's  house  were  put  up  for 

(a)  10  Exek.  259.  (b)  16  Basi,  215. 

(e)  Ry.  ^  Mo.  161. 
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[1859.]  ^1^  ^^  ^h®  interval  between  the  undermining  and  the 
BoHOMi  subsidence,  it  would  be  worth  a  less  price  by  reason  of 
Backhotjbb.  ^^^  undermining.  There  is  indeed  here  an  allegation 
of  special  damage ;  but  that  is  not  essential  to  the  action. 
The  distance  between  the  house  and  the  spot  where  the 
undermining  took  place  aifects  only  the  question  of 
proof;  and  the  same  may  be  said  as  to  the  interval  of 
time*  [Bramwell  B.  Suppose  jS.'s  land  is  next  to  my  land 
and  supports  my  house ;  and  that  B.  so  works  that  my 
house,  for  want  of  the  support,  would  fall,  but  for  ^.'s 
land,  which,  lying  beyond  B.\  supports  all :  and  that 
then  A.  withdraws  his  support,  so  that  £.'s  land,  being 
unsupported,  no  longer  supports  my  house.  Can  I  sue 
B*  ?]  If  the  owner  of  the  house  had  the  right  to  the  sup- 
port of  jS.'s  land  he  could  sue  B. ;  though,  probably,  the 
case  has  not  arisen.  [Bylesi.  In  all  the  cases,  the  right  in- 
sisted upon  is  that  of  support  from  the  adjoining  land:  that 
support  the  plaintiff  has  had  till  the  effects  of  the  distant 
working  reached  the  adjoining  land.]  All  the  land  is  ad- 
joining or  ^'  contiguous"  in  the  sense  of  the  declaration, 
including  that  in  which  the  working  took  place.  It  is  not 
difficult  to  put  extreme  cases ;  but  the  common  sense  of 
mankind  would  apply  the  rule ;  and  a  jury  would  6nd 
for  plaintiff  or  defendant  according  as  they  found  that 
there  was  or  was  not  damage.  [Martin  B.  Has  it  ever 
been  decided  that  the  action  will  lie  without  damage  ?] 
Perhaps  not,  in  feet  [Martin  B.  Would  not  the  action 
lie  without  any  allegation  of  right  ?]  If  it  would,  that 
would  be  only  because  the  right  would  be  implied  from 
the  facts  stated.  It  is  to  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  rule 
as  to  the  support  of  mere  land  is  different  from  the  rule 
as  to  the  support  of  houses  built  on  the  land.  In  Go&'s 
Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Easements^  p.  216,  it  is  said: 


V. 
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^*  As  far  as  the  mere  support  to  the  soil  is  concerned,  [1859.] 
such  support  must  have  been  afforded  as  long  as  the  b^^^H 
land  itself  has  been  in  existence ;  and  it  Mrould  seem,  in 
all  those  cases  at  least  in  \vhich  the  owner  of  land  has 
not,  by  buildings  or  otherwise,  increased  the  lateral 
pressure  upon  the  adjoining  soil,  that  he  has  acquired 
by  such  ancient  enjoyment  a  right  of  the  support  of  it, 
rather  as  a  right  of  property  than  as  an  easement,  as 
being  necessarily  and  naturally  attached  to  the  soiL" 
But,  at  p.  218:  "  Where,  however,  anything  has  been 
done  to  increase  the  lateral  pressure,  as  where  buildings 
have  been  erected,  it  appears  to  be  clearly  settled  that 
no  man  has  a  right  to  such  increased  support  unless  the 
building,  or  other  thing  which  makes  it  necessary,  is 
of  ancient  erection."  The  writer  comes  to  the  con- 
clusion established  in  Partridge  v.  Scott  (a),  which 
is  that,  in  the  case  of  a  house,  there  must  be  cir- 
cumstances from  which  a  grant  may  be  presumed. 
[Watson  B.  That  doctrine  has  been  much  questioned, 
as  in  Rowhotham  v.  Wilson  (d),  especially  in  the  elaborate 
judgment  of  my  brother  Cresstoell]  Mr.  Gale  (p.  223) 
cites  from  the  judgment  in  Partridge  v.  Scott  (a): 
<<  Rights  of  this  sort,  if  they  can  be  established  at  all, 
must,  we  think,  have  their  origin  in  grant."  If  this 
were  not  so,  every  house  would,  at  the  moment  of  being 
built,  acquire  the  right  to  support :  but  this  is  contrary 
to  all  the  authorities.  [Martin  B.  Judges  often  have, 
at  least  I  myself  often  have,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  building  of  the  house  has  made  any  diifer- 
ence  as  to  the  subsiding  of  the  land.]  The  general  law 
is  laid  down  in   Humphries  v.  Brogden  (c),  Smart  v. 

(a)  3  Af.  §•  W,  220.  (6)  8  £.  ^  ^.  123. 

(e)  \1  Q.  B.  739. 
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[1859.]  Morion  {d)y  Roberts  v.  Homes  (i).  [BramvoeU  B.  Hum" 
BoHOMi  phries  v.  Brogden  (c)  seems  to  me  to  be  rather  against  you. 
Backhocsb.  '^^  effect  of  that  decision  is  that  the  owner  of  the 
surface  has  a  right  to  have  it  supported:  you  say  he 
has  a  right  to  have  it  supported  by  the  land  in  its 
natural  state.  According  to  Humphries  v.  Brogden  {e\ 
if  artificial  support  had  been  substituted,  there  would 
haye  been  no  ground  of  complaint.  Martin  B.  The 
rule  in  note  (2)  to  Mellor  v.  Spateman  {d)  is  that  the 
action  lies  where  aright  is  injured,  so  as  to  furnish  '^evi- 
dence in  future  in  favour  of  the  wrong  doer :"  but  that 
fails  here.]  It  is  not  laid  down  that  that  is  the  only 
case  in  which  the  invasion  of  a  right  is  a  ground  of 
action.  Nicklin  v.  Williams  (e)  asserts  the  principle 
generally.  [Byks  J.  If  one  might  suppose  the  original 
act  to  cause  damage  inevitably  and  irretrievably,  it 
might  be  as  you  say.]  Damage  is  not  requisite  at  all : 
the  action  lies  for  the  invasion  of  the  right ;  and  JNickUn 
V.  Williams  (e),  which  affirms  that  view,  is  in  conformity 
with  As1d}y  v.  White  (^),  and  with  Mr.  Smith* s  note  on 
that  case  (A).  [Willes  J.  If  an  action  be  brought  for  an 
infringement  of  a  right,  and  damages  be  recovered  for 
the  injury  thereby  done,  will  the  consequence  be  that  no 
action  can  be  brought  for  a  repetition  or  continuance  of 
the  infringement?]  There  can  be  no  fresh  action  with- 
out a  fresh  cause  of  injury.  [^Willes  J.  You  have  here 
two  successive  causes  of  injury,  the  digging  and  the 
neglecting  afterwards  to  supply  a  support]  According 
to  the  authorities,  as  pointed  out,  the  right,  alleged  in 

(a)  SE.^B,  30. 

(b)  6  E,^  B,  643,  in  Q.  B.  ;  aflSrmcd  on  appeal,  in  Exch.  Ch. ; 
HaiHes  ▼.  Roberts,  1  E,  ^  B,  625. 

(c)  12  Q.  P.  739.  {d)  1  Wnu.  SaumL  346  6. 
(e)  10  Exch,  259.                                (p)  2  Ld.  Raym,  938. 

(A)  1  SmiKt  L.  Ca,  212. 
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the  declaration  and  confessed  in  the  plea  of  the  Statute       [1859.] 

of  Limitations,  must  be  taken  to  have  originated  in  grant       bonomi 

(either  by  deed  or  prescription)  of  the  owner  of  the 

land  where  the  undermining  complained  of  took  place. 

The  undermining  violated  that  right,  and  gave  a  cause 

of  action,  whether  there  was  damage  or  not,  just  as 

putting  a  bar  unlawfully  across  a  way  to  which  the 

plaintiff  was  entitled  would  of  itself  be  a  cause  of  action ; 

Bower  v.  Hill  (a)  Embrey  v.  Owen  (J),  Rodgers  v.  No- 

will  (c),  Blofeld  v.  Payne  (cf).  The  Metropolitan  Association 

Y,  Fetch  {e)'y  and   the  jury   may  estimate  prospective 

damages;  Hodsoll  v.  Stallebrass(ff),  Violettv.  Sympson  (A), 

Lord  Oakley  v.  TTie  Kensijigton  Canal  Company  (t),  Clegg 

V.  Dearden  (A),  Wordsworth  v.  Harley  (/).     Rowbotham 

V.    Wilson  (m)  was  for  an  injury  to   the  surface  only: 

that  case,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  is  distinguishable 

from  the  case  of  injury  to  a  house.     It  is  suggested  that 

the  rule  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends  would  produce 

hardship,  because  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  of  the  act. 

But  the  rule  has  repeatedly  been  held  to  apply  in  cases 

where  the  same  hardship  would  exist ;  Howell  v.  Young  {n\ 

Brown  y.  Howard  {o\  Imperial  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Com" 

pany  v.  London  Oas  Light  Company  (p). 

Manistyy  in  reply.  An  action  would  certainly  lie  for 
the  infringement  of  the  right :  but  the  right  here  was, 
to  have  the  house  supported ;  and,  as  long  as  it  was  sup- 

<a)  1  New  Ca,  549.  555.  (b)  6  Exeh.  353.  368. 

(c)  5  Com,  B,  109.  (rf)  A  B.  ^  Ad.  410. 

(c)  5  Com.  B,  N,  S,  504.  51 1.  C^)  H  ^.  ^  S.  301. 

(A)  SB.^B.  344.  (t)  5S,^  Ad.  138. 

(*)  12  Q.  B.  576.  (/)  1  B.  ^  Ad.  391. 

(m)  ^  E,^  B.  1*23.  (n)  5  P.  ^  C.  259. 

(o)  2  Br.  ^  B.  73.  (p)  10  Exek.  39. 
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[1859.]  ported,  that  right  was  not  infringed.  In  JNiekHn  ▼• 
BoKoifi  Williams  {a)  the  disturbed  stratum  was  itself  immediately 
Bacuouse^  i^^cssary  to  the  support  of  the  house,  as  was  assumed 
by  the  Court  in  the  judgment  Probably,  however,  the 
language  of  that  judgment  would  have  been  different  if 
the  Court  had  had  before  them  the  decision  of  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  in  Bawbatham  v.  Wilson  (by 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

WiLLES  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  is  a  proceeding  in  error  upon  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  was  brought  to  question 
the  decision  in  that  case  and  a  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  in  Nichlin  v.  Williams  (a).  In  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  Mr.  Justice  Wightman  differed  from 
the  majority  of  the  Court;  some  of  whom  expressed 
their  opinion  with  very  great  doubt. 

The  question  argued  before  us  may  be  stated  in  a  very 
few  words.  The  plaintiff  was  owner  of  the  reversion  of 
an  ancient  house.  The  defendant,  more  than  six  years 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  worked  some 
coal  mines  280  yards  distant  from  it.  No  actual  damage 
occurred  until  within  the  six  years. 

Question:  Is  the  Statute  of  Limitations  an  answer  to 
the  action  ?  Or,  in  other  words,  did  the  cause  of  action 
accrue  within  the  six  years  ?  The  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  thought  it  did  not 

The  right  to  support  of  land  and  the  right  to  support 
of  buildings  stand  upon  different  footings  as  to  the  mode 
of  acquiring  them,  the  former  being  prim&  facie  a  right 
of  property  analogous  to  the  flow  of  a  natural  river,  or 

(m)  10  Esck.  269.  (6)  8  £.  4-  A  123. 
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of  air;  Rawbotham  v.  WUsan  (a) ;  though  there  may  be  cases  [i  859.] 
in  Mrhich  it  would  be  sustained  as  matter  of  grant  (see  bohomi 
271^  Caledonian  Railway  Company  v.  Sprot  (A) ) ;  whilst  baokhousi. 
the  latter  must  be  founded  upon  prescription  or  grant, 
express  or  implied:  but  the  character  of  the  rights, 
when  acquired,  is  in  each  case  the  same.  The  question 
in  this  case  depends  upon  what  is  the  character  of  the 
right ;  viz.  whether  the  support  must  be  afforded  by  the 
neighbouring  soil  itself,  or  such  a  portion  of  it  as  would 
be  beyond  all  question  sufficient  for  present  and  future 
support,  or  whether  it  is  competent  for  the  owner  to 
abstract  the  minerals  without  liabili^  to  an  action  unless 
and  until  actual  damage  is  thereby  caused  to  his  neigh- 
bour. The  most  ordinary  case  of  withdrawal  of  support 
is  in  town  property,  where  persons  buy  small  pieces  of 
land,  frequently  by  the  yard  or  foot,  and  occupy  the 
whole  of  it  with  buildings.  They  generally  excavate 
for  cellars,  and  in  all  cases  make  foundations;  and,  in 
lieu  of  support  given  to  their  neighbour's  land  by  the 
natural  soil,  substitute  a  walL  We  are  not  aware  that 
it  has  ever  been  considered  that  the  mere  excavation  of 
the  land  for  this  purpose  gives  a  right  of  action  to  the 
adjoining  owner  and  is  itself  an  unlawful  act,  although 
it  is  certain  that  if  damage  ensued  a  right  of  action 
would  accrue.  So  also  we  are  not  aware  that,  until  the 
case  of  NichUn  y.  Williams  {e\  it  had  ever  been  sup- 
posed that  the  getting  coal  or  minerals,  to  whatever 
extent,  in  a  man's  own  land  was  an  unlawful  act,  although, 
if  he  thereby  caused  damage  to  his  neighbour,  he  was 
undoubtedly  responsible  for  it  The  right  of  action 
was  supposed  to  arise  fh>m  the  damage,  not  from  the  act 

(a)  ^E.^B.  123.  (h)  2  Maeq.  Sc  App.  449. 

(0  10  Estk.  259. 
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[1 859.]       of  the  adjoining  owner  in  bis  own  land.     The  law  (avoon 

Bo9<mi       ^^  exercise  of  dominion  bj  eveiy  one  opon  his  own  Umd, 

BAcuocf  K    ^^^  ^  nsing  it  for  the  most  beneficial  purpose  to  himaelC 

As  we  hare  already  said,  the  defendant's  proposition 
is  that  the  adjoining  owner  is  entitled  to  have  the  adja- 
cent land  remain  in  its  natural  condition ;  he  does  not 
and  cannot  contend  that  an  artificial  substitute  would 
prerent  a  cause  of  action.  For,  if  he  did,  if  he  admitted 
that  a  man  might  excavate  the  natural  soil  to  an  extent 
dai^;erous  to  the  adjoining  owner,  provided  he  applied 
a  remedy  in  time  to  prevent  damage,  as  by  putdng  props 
or  a  wall,  this  consequence  would  follow  :  that  he  must 
have  time  within  which  to  do  it ;  and  that  time  would 
be  any  time  until  damage  resulted;  which,  in  efiect, 
would  be  to  say  that  there  was  no  cause  of  action  till 
actual  damage.  If  the  defendant  is  right,  these  conse- 
quences follow :  whenever  a  mine  or  quarry  is  worked, 
the  worker  may  be  subjected  to  actions  by  all  surround- 
ing owners ;  nay,  they  would  in  self-defence  be  compelled 
to  bring  them,  if  there  was  any  reasonable  ground  to 
suppose  that  the  working  would  in  time  produce  damage 
to  their  property.  It  would  be  in  vain  that  the  worker 
should  say :  **  You  will  not  be  injured ;  the  workings 
are  not  injurious ;  if  they  turn  out  likely  to  be  so,  I  will 
take  means  to  prevent  it ;  at  all  events  wait  till  you  are 
injured."  Vexatious  and  oppressive  actions  might  be 
brought,  on  the  one  hand;  and,  on  the  other,  an  unjust 
immunity  obtained  for  secret  workings  of  the  roost  mis- 
chievous character,  but  the  result  of  which  did  not  ap- 
pear within  six  years.  The  inquiry  in  such  cases  would 
be  little  better  than  speculative.  The  character  of  the 
soil,  the  inclination  of  the  strata,  the  depth  and  extent 
of  the  worksy  the  distance  and  nature  of  the  land  sup- 
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posed  to  be  in  danger,  and  other  considerations,  would  [1859.] 
make  the  inquiry  of  such  a  character  that  the  only  pru-  bohoui 
dent  verdict  would  be  "  Not  proven."  In  ^any  cases, 
damages  would  be  given  where  none  could  be  sustained ; 
while  they  would,  in  other  cases,  be  given  where  they 
ought  to  be  withheld. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  for  an  injury  to  a  right  an 
action  lies:  but  the  question  is.  What  is  the  plaintiff's 
right  ?  Is  it  that  his  land  should  remain  in  its  natural 
state,  unaffected  by  any  act  done  in  the  neighbouring 
land,  or  is  it  that  nothing  should  be  done  in  the  neigh- 
bouring land  from  which  a  jury  would  find  that  damage 
might  possibly  accrue?  There  is  no  doubt  that  in 
certain  cases  an  action  may  be  maintained,  although 
there  is  no  actual  damage.  The  rule  laid  down  by  Ser- 
jeant Williams,  in  note  (2)  to  Mellor  v.  Spateman  (a),  is 
that,  whenever  an  act  injures  another's  right,  and  would 
be  evidence  in  future  in  favour  of  the  wrong-doer,  an  ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  for  an  invasion  of  the  right,  with- 
out proof  of  any  specific  damage.  This  is  a  reasonable 
and  sensible  rule ;  but  it  has  no  application  to  the  pre- 
sent case ;  for  the  act  of  the  defendant  in  getting  the  coal 
would  be  no  evidence  in  his  favour  as  to  any  future  act : 
getting  the  coal  was  an  act  done  by  him  in  his  own  soil 
by  virtue  of  his  dominion  over  it.  If  the  question  were 
unaffected  by  decision,  we  cannot  but  think  that  the 
contention  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  is  correct. 
That  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  is,  that  the  action  must 
be  brought  within  six  years  after  the  excavation  is  made, 
and  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  any  actual  damage  has 
occurred  or  not    The  jury,  according  to  this  view,  would 

(a)  1  Wnu.  Saund.  346  b, 
B.    B.   &   K.  2    U 
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[1859.]  have  therefore  to  decide  upon  the  speculative  question, 
BoifoMi  Whether  any  damage  was  likely  to  arise ;  and  it  might 
BicKHoosB.  ^®'^  ^  ^^*^  ^^  many  cases  they  would,  upon  the  evi- 
dence of  mineral  surveyors  and  engineers,  find  that  no 
damage  was  likely  to  occur,  when  the  most  serious  injury 
afterwards  might  in  fact  occur,  and  in  others  find  and 
give  laige  sums  of  money  for  apprehended  damage,  which 
in  point  of  fact  never  might  arise.  This  b  certainly  not 
a  state  of  the  law  to  be  desired.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
plaintifis  in  error  rely  upon  the  ordinary  rule  that  dam- 
num and  injuria  must  concur  to  confer  a  right  of  action, 
and  that,  although  only  one  action  could  be  maintained 
for  damage  in  respect  of  such  a  claim,  nevertheless  it 
would  be  essential  that  some  damage  should  have  hap- 
pened before  a  defendant  was  made  liable  for  an  act 
done  in  hb  own  land.  Actions  upon  contract  and  ac- 
tions of  trespass  for  direct  injuries  to  the  land  of  another 
are  clearly  distinguishable. 

No  authority  is  cited  in  Nichlm  v.  WiUiams  {a)  for  the 
judgment  there  given  :  and,  although  the  judgment  in 
that  case  is  distinct  upon  the  point,  it  nevertheless  was 
extrajudicial ;  for  before  the  former  action  was  com- 
menced  it  is  obvious  that  actual  damage  had  been  stis- 
tained ;  in  which  case  another  principle  applies,  viz., 
that  no  second  or  fresh  action  can  under  such  circum- 
stances be  brought  for  subsequently  accruing  damage: 
all  the  damage  consequent  upon  the  unlawful  act  is  in 
contemplation  of  law  satisfied  by  the  one  judgment  or 
accord.  We  are  not  insensible  to  the  consideration  that 
the  holding  damage  to  be  essential  to  the  cause  of  action 
may  extend  the  time   during  which   persons  working 

(a)  10  Exeh.  259. 
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minerals  and  making  excavations  may  be  made  respon-       [1859.] 
sible ;  but  we  think  that  the  right  which  a  man  has  is        Bonomi 
to  enjoy  his  own  land  in  the  state  and  condition  in  which    baokhousb. 
nature  has  placed  it,  and  also  to  use  it  iii  such  manner 
as  he  thinks  fit,  subject  always  to  this :  that,  if  his  mode 
of  using  it  does  damage  to  his  neighbour,  he  must  make 
compensation.      Applying  these  two  principles  to  the 
present  case,  we  think  thdt  no  cause  of  action  accrued 
for  the  mere  excavation  by  the  defendant  in  his  own 
land,  so  long  as  it  caused  no  damage  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  the  cause  of  action  did  accrue  when  the  actual 
damage  first  oocurreJ. 

We  should  be  unwilling  to  rest  our  judgment  upon 
mere  grounds  of  policy ;  but  we  cannot  but  observe  that 
a  rule  of  law,  or  rather  the  construction  of  a  Statute  of 
Limitation,  which  would  deprive  a  man  of  redress  after 
the  expiration  of  six  years,  when  the  act  causing  the 
damage  was  unknown  to  him,  and  when  in  very  many 
instances  he  would  be  in  inevitable  ignorance  of  it,  would 
be  harsh,  and  contrary  to  ordinary  principles  of  law. 

The  judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed,  and  judg- 
ment given  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  reversed. 


2  u  2 


660  TRINITY  TERM. 

1858. 


Tutsday,         The   Mayor,    Aldermen   and   Burgesses   of  the 

June  8th. 

Borough  of  Cambridge  against  John  Dennis. 

The  condition  ^HE  declaration   alleged  that  one   William  Herring 

cited  that  s.  Smithy    since  deceased,    the  defendant,    and    one 

pointed^under  Charles  Edward  Brown,  on  4th  December y   1839,    by 

«r^4^<?76  ^^^^^  writing  obligatory,   scaled   with   their  respective 

treasurer  to  seals,  acknowledffed  themselves  to  be  jointly  and  seve- 

a  borough ;  °  j  j 

and  decUred      rally  bound  to  plaintifis  in  lOOOi,  to  be  paid  to  plaintifis. 
been  agreed       Which  Said  writing  obligatory  was  and  is  subject  to  a 

that  the  obligor 

should juin  Condition  thereunder  written:  Whereby,  after  reciting 
bond  for  the  that  the  said  fV.  H.  Smith  had  been,  under  the  provi- 
M^^fUiT'  sions  of  the  statute  &c.  (5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76.),  appointed 
th^'^wndTtfon  ^y  ^^®  council  of  the  borough  of  Cambridge  to  be 
^^^^"^  treasurer  of  the  borough,  and  further  reciting  that  it 
s.  should  duly  had   been   required   and   agreed   that    defendant  and 

perform  the 

oiBce  accord.  C.  E.  Brown  should  join  with  the  said  W.  H.  Smith  in 

provisions  of  the  Said  writing  obligatory  for  the  due  execution  of  the 

tutes.  and  of  said  office,  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 

M  mighl"l^  was  and  is  declared  to  be  such  that,  if  the  said  W.  H. 

Sl^^Uting   ^^^^  should  well  and  faithfully  account  to  the  plain- 
to  the  said 
office,  the  bond  should  be  void,  otherwise  &c. 

In  a  declaration  by  the  obligee  against  the  obligor,  it  was  averred  that,  under  the  appoint- 
ment in  the  condition  mentioned,  and  divers  subsequent  annual  appointments  in  every 
successive  year,  S.  continued  to  be  treasurer  from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  bond  till 
Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  89.  passed,  when  S.,  in  accordance  with  the  last  mentioned  Act,  was 
appointed  treasurer,  ana  held  office  during  the  pleasure  of  the  council  till  his  death  ;  and 
that  the  office,  at  S'.*s  last  appointment,  and  until  bis  death,  continued,  in  its  nature,  func- 
tions and  duties,  to  be  the  same  office  as  that  mentioned  in  the  condition.  A  breach  was 
then  assigned,  alleging  a  malversation  by  5".,  while  he  remained  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  not 
stated  to  have  occurred  within  the  year  from  his  first  appointment,  hot,  to  wit,  on  a  day 
named,  which  was  subsequent  to  the  appointment  under  stat  6^7  VicL  c,  89. 

Declaration  held  bad  on  demurrer.  For  that,  under  stat  5  &  6  If.  4.  e.  76.  fsect.  58), 
the  appointment  mentioned  in  the  condition  was  for  one  year  only ;  and  the  liability  of  the 
obligor  could  not  extend  to  the  holding  under  stat.  6  &  7  VieL  c.  89.,  which  (sect.  6)  makes 
the  office  to  be  an  office  held  during  the  pleasure  of  the  council. 
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tiffs  for  all  and  every  sum  and  sums  of  monej  which        1858. 
might  come  to  his  hands,  or  be  by  him  received  as  such      Mayor  of 
treasurer  as  aforesaid,  and  did  and  should  in  all  things    Cambridge 
well,  truly,  diligently  and  faithfully,  to  the  best  of  his       Dknnw. 
abilities,  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  of  such  statutes  as  might 
be  thereafter  passed,  relating  to  the  said  office,  conduct 
himself  in  the  said  office  of  treasurer,  and  well  and  duly 
perform  and  execute  all  and  every  the  duties  which 
should  belong  to  the  said  office,  then  the  said  writing 
obligatory  should  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  or  else  should 
remain  in  full  force,  &c.     Averment  that,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  appointment  in  the  said  condition  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,   and  of  divers 
subsequent   annual  appointments   made  in   every  suc- 
cessive year  by  the   council  of  the  said  borough,   in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute  in  the 
said  condition  mentioned  and  referred  to,  IF.  H.  Smith 
continued  to  be,  and  was,  treasurer  of  the  borough  from 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 
until  and  upon  a  certain  day  after  the  passing  of  an 
Act  &c   (6  &    7  VicL  c.  89.),  to  wit  until  and  upon 
the  9th  November,  1843.    On  which  said  last  mentioned 
day  W.  H.  Smith  was,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  said  last  mentioned  Act,  duly  appointed  to  be 
treasurer  of  the  borough,  to  hold  the  said  office  during 
the  pleasure  of  the  council  for  the  time  being  of  the 
borough,  and  continued  to  be  and  was  treasurer  of  the 
borough  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
appointment  until  and  upon  a  certain  day  passed  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit  until  and  upon 
24th  April,  1857.     On  which  said  last  mentioned  day 
W.  IL  Smith  died.     That  the  said  office  of  treasurer. 
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1858.  at  the  time  of  the  said  last  mentioned  appointment  of 
Mayor  of  ^'  ^'  Smith  thereto,  and  thence  during  his  continuance 
Cambridge  therein,  by  virtue  of  the  last  mentioned  appointment, 
DsNNifl.  ^aa^  and  continued,  in  the  nature,  functions  and  duties 
thereof,  the  same  oflSce  of  treasurer  in  the  said  condition 
mentioned,  and  not  another  or  different  office.  And, 
for  assigning  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  writing 
obligatory,  plaintifis  say  that,  whilst  fF.  H.  Smith  con- 
tinued to  be  and  was  such  treasurer  of  the  borough  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit  on  1st  September,  1847,  and  on  divers 
days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  time  of  the 
death  of  him  the  said  W.  H.  Smith,  divers  sums  of 
money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit  the  sum  of  2745/.  10^.  4^t/.,  came  into  the  hands 
of,  and  were  received  by,  him,  the  said  fV.  H.  Smith, 
as  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid.  Yet  fV.  H.  Smith  did 
not  in  his  lifetime,  nor  did  his  executors,  or  any  one  on 
his  behalf,  since  his  death,  well  and  faithfully,  or  at  all, 
account  to  plaintifis  for  the  said  moneys  so  received  by 
him  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  wholly  neglected 
and  omitted  so  to  do ;  and  the  same  still  remain  and  are 
wholly  unaccounted  for  to  plaintiffs.  And,  for  assigning 
a  further  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  writing  obli- 
gatory, according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  plaintiffs  further  say  that  W.  H. 
Smith  did  not,  whilst  he  continued  and  was  such  treasurer 
of  the  said  borough  as  aforesaid,  well,  truly  and  faith- 
fully, and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  several 
statutes  in  that  behalf  relating  to  the  said  office,  conduct 
himself  in  the  said  office  of  treasurer,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary thereof,  he,  the  said  fV.  H.  Smith,  whilst  he  con- 
tinued to  be  and  was  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  to  wit 
on  1st  September,  1847,  and  on  divers  days  and  times 
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between  that  day  and  the  time  of  his  death,  wrongfully        1353^ 
withheld  and  misapplied  divers  sums  of  money,  amount-      Mayor  of 
ing  to   a  large   sum   of  money,   to   wit  the  sum  of     -a^b^dgb 
2745i  10^.  4id.,  which  had  been  before  then  collected       I>^»"- 
and  received  by  him  for  and  on  account  of  plaintifis, 
and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use.     By  reason  of 
which  said  several  breaches  the  said  writing  obligatory 
became  and  is  forfeited. 

Demurrer.    Joinder. 

The  defendant  also  pleaded  two  pleas;  to  which  the 
plaintiffs  demurred;  and  the  defendant  joined  in  de- 
murrer :  but,  no  judgment  having  been  given  on  these 
pleas,  the  report  is  confined  to  the  declaration. 

LiLsh^  for  the  plaintiff.  The  declaration  shews  a  good 
cause  of  action.  On  the  other  side,  it  will  be  aigued 
that  the  bond  was  conditioned  only  for  the  due  per- 
formance by  Smith  of  the  office  to  which  he  had  been 
appointed  and  which  he  held  when  the  bond  was  exe- 
cuted :  and  that  this  office,  under  stat.  5  &  6  ^  4.  c.  76. 
«.  58.,  was  for  a  year  only ;  and  that  the  breach  is  not 
shewn  to  have  occurred  before  the  expiration  of  the 
year.  But  the  condition  comprehends  the  performance 
by  him  of  duties  falling  upon  him,  not  only  under  that 
statute,  but  under  ^^  such  statutes  as  might  be  thereafter 
passed."  Now,  under  a  subsequent  statute,  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  89.  8.  6.,  the  office  is  held  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
council.  Therefore,  within  the  obvious  meaning  of  the 
condition,  Smith  held,  throughout,  the  office  to  which 
he  was  originally  appointed.  Accordingly,  in  Mayor  of 
Dartmouth  v.  Silly  (a),  where  the  condition  was  that  the 

(a)  1  E.^  B.  97. 
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m^,  tre^Mverdioirfdact  iocofxfi)rBnncewitii»iC.5&6lFl4. 
<.  70U,  ^jDd  aB  odier  la«9  jDfd  regoladoas  BOW  or  hereafter 
tohtmtaret  toodifng  the  wad  office  of  treaenrer^*  it  was 
held  to  ezteod  to  the  perfbnuaDce  of  duties  under  8taL6&7 
Fiet  eu  89^  which  pnssfd  after  the  original  appointmeot. 
The  words  here  are  rather  stronger;  for  diej  expresdj 
refer  to  future  ttaioteSb  The  nisertion  of  theae  wcxda 
diMigabhes  the  case  from  the  aothoritics  which  asaj 
be  cited  on  the  other  nde,  mch  as  Ldird  ArUmgtom  ▼. 
MieTrieke(ay 

Sir  FUzrm/  Kdhf,  contra.  There  can  be  no  question 
as  to  the  general  mle.  Tlliere  the  principal  incan  a 
new  liability  the  bond  is  at  an  end,  unless  the  language 
of  the  condition  ezpresBij  includes  such  new  liability. 
In  that  case,  no  doubt,  the  surety  continues  liaUe,  be- 
cause he  was  at  liberty,  if  he  chose,  to  contract  to  do  so. 
He  may  contract  to  be  liable  for  the  performance  of  a 
duty  under  a  fresh  appointnienL  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
And  that,  though  the  nature  of  the  office  be  changed.] 
That  may  also  be  provided  for,  by  apt  words.  Thus,  in 
Oswald  Y,  MaycTy  AldermtR,  and  BurffesseSf  of  Berwick* 
upon- Tweed  {b\  the  covenant  bad  the  words  **  in  conse- 
quence of  the  said  election^  or  under  any  annual  or 
other  future  election :"  and  the  liability  was  held  to 
continue  under  futcu'e  electiofis,  though  stat.  6  &  7  Vict 
e.  89.  bad  intervened.  And  in  Mayor  of  Dartmouth  v. 
SiUy  (c)  there  were  the  words  **  whether  by  virtue  of 

(a)  2  Saund,  403. 

(6)  6  //.  L,  Ca.  8«06,  in  Dom.  Proc.,  affirming  the  jadgment  of  Exch. 
Cb.  in  Mayor  of  Berwick  v.  Otwald,  2  E,  ic  B.  663,  which  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  Q.  B.  in  Mayor  of  Berwick  v.  OtwaU,  I  E.  ^  B.  296. 

(c)  1  E.^  B.  97. 
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his  present  or  any  subsequent  appointment  to  the  said  1858. 
office :"  those  words  of  course  did  away  with  any  objec-  MayoroT" 
tion  to  the  want  of  identity  of  appointment :  but  there  ^'^^*'^* 
are  no  such  words  here.  Another  objection  there  was  !>■»»"• 
raised,  it  is  true,  on  the  ground  that  the  nature  of  the 
office  was  changed;  and  it  was  with  reference  to  thb 
objection  that  the  words  pointing  to  future  regulations 
were  insisted  upon.  But  the  objection  here  is  to  the 
want  of  words  applicable  to  any  future  appointment  at 
all.  The  mention  here  of  '^such  statutes  as  might 
be  thereafter  passed"  is  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  any 
objection  arising  from  a  legislative  change  in  the  duties 
during  the  year  over  which  the  appointment  was  to 
extend.  They  do  not  relate  to  a  change  in  the  length 
of  tenure.  Possibly,  if  a  statute,  during  that  year,  had 
enlarged  the  time  during  which  the  then  holders  were 
to  retain  office,  the  words  might  have  carried  the  liability 
on ;  though  that  seems  very  questionable.  The  decisions 
mentioned  in  notes  (5),  {e\  {/),  (y)  and  (A),  to  lA}rd 
Arlington  v.  Merriche  (a),  are  conclusive  as  to  the  limi- 
tation of  the  liability  in  cases  where  there  arc  not  words 
like  those  in  Oswald  v.  Mayor y  Alder men^  and  Burgesses^ 
of  Berunck-upon-  Tweed  (5)  and  Mayor  of  Dartmouth  v. 
Silly  (c).  Peppin  v.  Cooper  {d)  is  exactly  in  point  There, 
as  here,  the  office  (of  collector  of  assessed  taxes  understate 
43  G.  3.  c.  99.  s.  12.)  was  annual ;  and  the  condition  of 
the  bond  (under  sect.  13)  was  for  faithful  collecting  ^'  from 
time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,*'  all  rates  &c. 
'^  which  then  were,  or  should  or  might,  at  any  time  there- 
after, be  rated"  &c. :  and  it  was  held  that  the  condition 
applied  only  to  the  current  year.  Abbott  C.  J.  said  that  the 

(a)  2  ITnu.  Saund.  414.  (6)  5  H.  L.  Co.  856. 

(e)  1  E.^  B,  97.  {d)  2B.^AUL  431. 
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1858.       words  ^^at  all  times  hereafter"  must  be  construed  with 

^/l^yor  of      reference  to  the  recital  in  the  condition,  and  to  the  nature 

Cambbidob    Qf  jjjg  appointment  there  mentioned,  which  must  be 

Dbmiiis.      learned  from   the   Act  of  Parliament.     In  Jh/bus  v. 

Gibbs  (a)  the  bond  was  held  to  be  at  an  end  because 

the  nature  of  the  office  (bailiff  of  a  county  court)  had  been 

materially  altered  by  the  enlargement  of  the  jurisdiction 

consequent  upon  later  legislation. 

Lush  was  heard  in  reply. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  par- 
ties did,  in  fact,  look  beyond  the  current  year.  But, 
judicially  and  technically,  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  come 
to  that  conclusion.  For,  according  to  the  authorities, 
when  the  office  in  respect  of  which  the  security  is  given 
is  for  a  year  only,  express  words  are  required  to  make 
the  security  extend  to  more  than  the  year.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  words  here  are  not  so  strong  as  those  in 
Oswald  V.  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses,  of  Berwick- 
upon-Tweed  (b)  or  as  those  in  Mayor  of  Dartmouth  v. 
Silly  (c),  nor  stronger  than  those  in  Peppin  v.  Cooper  (d). 
I  should  have  thought  that  the  words  in  the  last  men- 
tioned case,  ^^  at  all  times  thereafter,"  meant  that  the 
security  should  be  in  force  as  long  as  the  officer  held  the 
office :  but  the  Court  held  that  this  was  not  so,  and  that 
the  security  continued  only  during  the  year  of  office.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  words  here,  <<such  statutes  as 
might  be  thereafter  passed,"  apply  only  to  statutes  that 
might  be  passed  during  the  year  of  office :  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  view  is  not  contradicted  by  the  circumstance 

(a)  6E.^  B.  909.  (6)  5  H,  L.  Co.  856. 

(c)  1  B.^  B,  97.  (d)  2  B,^  AU,  431. 
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that  the  plural  word,  ^'statutes,"  is  used.  I  think,  there-        1858. 

fore,  that  the  sureties  are  not  responsible  for  anything  Mayor  of 

occurring  after  the  expiration  of  the  current  year  of  office,  ambbidob 

though  they  in  fact  probably  acted  upon  the  supposition  !>■»»«• 
that  the  security  ran  on  as  long  as  the  party  was  in  office. 
I  must  therefore  hold  the  declaration  bad. ' 

CoLERmoR  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
know  that  I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord  as  to  what  was 
probably  passing  through  the  minds  of  the  parties  when 
they  executed  this  bond.  I  incline,  from  what  generally 
passes  on  these  occasions,  to  believe  that  the  parties  did 
not  think  much  about  the  point,  but,  knowing  that  the 
office  was  annual,  gave  their  security  for  it  as  they  found 
it.  However,  supposing  that  not  to  be  so,  we  are  clearly 
not  at  liberty  to  resort  to  such  considerations  in  con- 
struing this  instrument:  we  must  take  its  words,  and 
apply  the  law  to  them.  It  is  admitted  that,  prim&  facie, 
the  security  would  be  limited  to  the  time  for  which  the 
office  was  appointed ;  and  it  lies  on  the  plaintifis  to  dis- 
place this.  And  that  seems  to  me  just  The  obligor 
knows  at  the  time  the  extent  to  which  he  is  bound,  and 
may  estimate  the  liability  which  will  devolve  on  him 
during  the  time :  but  he  cannot  know  what  liability  may 
devolve  on  him  at  a  distant  time.  Suppose  two  different 
instruments  in  writing  were  presented  to  him,  and  he 
were  asked,  "  Will  you  be  surety  for  one  year,  or  for  the 
whole  life  of  the  officer  if  he  continues  in  office  ?**,  would 
not  any  man  consider  that  there  was  a  great  difference 
between  the  two?  I  think,  therefore,  the  presumption 
is  that  the  defendant  proceeded  upon  the  state  of  things 
which  he  knew  to  exist ;  and  that  was,  that  the  officer 
was  appointed  for  a  year,  and  wap  liable  to  be  not  ap- 
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1868.        pointed  for  a  second  year.     If  that  was  presented  to  the 
Mayor  of      n^*°^  ^f  the  suretj,  he  would  execute  the  bond  with  the 
Cambbidob     knowledge  that  his  liability,  unless  the  terms  of  the  in- 
Debiiis.       strutnent  were  altered,  would  be  over  at  the  end  of  the 
year.    Few  persons  undertake  such  obligations  willingly ; 
they  are  pressed  by  friends,  and  do  not  like  to  refiise ; 
but  the  less  the  risk  is,  the  better  they  are  pleased.  Then, 
what  are  the  words  here  upon  which  Mr.  Lush  relies  as 
creating  more  than  the  ordinary  liability?  ^*  Such  statutes 
as  might  be  thereafter  passed."     No  doubt  those  words 
may  mean  ^*  such  statutes  as  may  be  passed  during  any 
time  for  which  the  officer  shall  hereafter  be  appointed  ;*' 
but  they  may  mean  also  **  such  statutes  as  may  be  passed 
while  he  holds  under  the  present  appointment ;"  that  is, 
the  current  year  of  office :  the  meaning  may  be  that  the 
surety  is  willing  to  take  his  chance  of  any  change  that 
may  occur  during  the  year,  and  to  undertake  such  con- 
tingent  liability  for  that  time.    Now,  if  the  latter  may  be 
the  meaning,  then  I  crave  in  aid  the  presumption  of  the 
greater  probability,  which  I  think  overpowering.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  judgment  should  be  given  for  the  de- 
fendant 

Erle  J.  Looking  at  the  mere  words,  I  am  obliged 
to  come  to  the  same  conclusion.  The  bond  relates  to 
an  appointment  under  the  statute.  On  turning  to  the 
statute,  we  see  that  the  appointment  is  for  one  year;  and 
the  surety  says  that  he  will  engage  for  the  due  perform- 
ance of  the  duties  as  long  as  that  appointment  lasts.  He 
might  have  engaged  to  be  liable  during  any  subsequent 
appointment ;  but  there  are  no  words  going  so  far.  I 
come  to  the  conclusion  very  unwillingly;  for  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  the  defendant  meant  to  be  liable  as 
long  as  Smith  should  be  treasurer. 
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Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  im-  1858. 
portant  that  we  should  judge  by  the  rules  of  law,  and  m^^^ToT" 
not  by  guess.  Nothing  is  better  established  than  that  a  Cambeidoi 
surety  executing  such  an  instrument  as  this  is  to  be  Desnw. 
taken  as  giving  security  only  in  respect  of  the  existing 
office.  When  there  is  a  re-appointment,  he  has  a  right  to 
say  that  the  office  is  not  the  same.  When  the  bond  recites 
an  appointment  under  the  statute,  that  controuls  the 
subsequent  words,  and  shews  what  the  office  is  for  which 
the  obligor  becomes  responsible.  The  only  question,  then, 
is,  whether  we  here  find  words  altering  that  meaning ; 
for  of  course  a  party  may  alter  it  by  words.  But  the 
words  relied  upon  clearly  refer  only  to  changes  that  may 
take  place  in  the  nature  of  the  duties  of  the  office,  not  to 
anything  affecting  the  term  for  which  it  is  held.  In  Peppin 
V.  Cooper  (a)  the  words  were  really  much  stronger:  the 
security  was  for  performance  of  the  duty  "at  all  times 
thereafter.*'  That  might  be  supposed  to  refer  to  fresh 
appointments:  but  there  is  nothing  like  that  here. 
The  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Lush  have  been  properly  decided ; 
but  they  are  very  different  from  this.  In  Oswaldv.  Mat/or^ 
Aldermen,  and  BurgesseSy  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed  (Ji) 
there  are  the  words  "  under  any  annual  or  other  future 
election  :*'  that  was  saying  plainly  that  the  security  was 
not  to  be  confined  to  the  exercise  of  the  office  under  the 
then  existing  appointment.  There  were  similar  words 
in  Mayor  of  Dartmouth  v.  Silly  (c).  We  could  not  give 
such  effect  to  the  words  in  this  condition  without  breaking 
in  upon  established  rules.     We  need  not  decide  on  the 

pleas. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 

(a)  2  B.^  Aid,  431.  (6)  5  H,  L.  Co.  856. 

(c)  1  E  ^  B.  97. 
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jii"  8ih!  CuNARD,  Brett  and  Austen  against  Hydk. 

TheCitttomt  "TXECLARATION  on  a  policy  of  insurance  at  and 

Consolidation  I  J                                                   *^        ** 

Act,  1853  from  Mtramichi  to  port  of  discharge  in  the  United 

c.  107.), enacts  Kingdom,  calling  at  Cork  for  orders:  not  to  dischai^ 

171, 172)  that,  on  the  east  coast  upon   any  kind  of  goods  and  mer- 

clevTngofficer  chandizes  in  the  ship  called  D.  B. :  beginning  the  adven- 

SSoIiTot'  ^^  ^^^  ^P^^  ^^®  goods  and  merchandizes  from  the  loading 

wlth^mber  to  ^"^^'^^^^  aboard  the  said  ship,   as  above,  until  the  said 

clear  out  from  goods  and  merchandizes  should  be  safely  discharged  and 

any  JSritish 

port  in  North  landed ;  valued  at,  on  freight  and  cargo,  including  dock 

jituTtcn  or 

Homduras,  load,  820il     The  perils  insured  against  to  be  of  the  seas, 

tember  or  bo-  &€•     Averment :  That  defendant  subscribed  the  policy 

hTsbaUas^r-  ^^r  ISOLf  and  became  insurer  to  that  amount     That, 

wbole'ca^o  *^®^  ^^^  making  of  the  policy,  goods  of  great  value  were 

is  below  deck,  gripped  on  board  the  said  ship,  to  wit  at  Mtramichi^  to 

master  a  cer-  be  carried  as  cargo  on  the  voyage  in  the  policy  described, 

effect;  and  for  Certain  freight:  and  afterwards  the  said  ship,  with 

the  master  ^ 

shall  not  sail  the  Said  cargo   on   board  thereof,  sailed  on  the  said 

certif cate,  voyage ;  and  the  policy  then  attached :  and  afterwards, 

allow  any"^  ^^^  whilst  proceeding  on  the  said  voyage,  and  during 

to^imon^  the  continuance  of  the  said  risk,  the  said  cargo  and 

deck  («»cept  freight  were,  by  the  perils  of  the   seas,  and  by  perils 

cases  of  neoes-  insured  against,  wholly  lost.     Averment  of  interest  in 

sity) ;  and,  if  ... 

the  master  sail  plaintifis  and  Alexander  Fraser,  or  some  or  one  of  them, 

without  the 

certi6cate,  or  and  that  the  insurance  was  for  the  use  &c.  of  the  person 

mode  forbid-  or   pcrsons   interested.     That  all   conditions  necessary 

den,  he  shall 
forfeit  100/. 

Held  that,  where  a  master  sails  without  such  certificate,  or  loads  in  the  mode  prohibited, 
an  insurance  on  the  cargo  is  not  thereby  vitiated,  unless  the  insured  be,  at  tlic  time  of 
effecting  the  insurance,  privy  to  the  act  of  the  master. 
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&C.  had  been  performed.     Breach:  non-payment  of  de-        1858. 
fendant's  subscription.  Cdnabd 

Plea.'  That  the  said  policy  was  made  and  the  said  htde. 
goods  shipped  on  board  the  said  ship  after  the  passing 
and  coming  into  operation  of  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament 
made  and  passed  in  the  17  th  year  of  the  reign  of  Her 
present  Majesty,  entituled  **  An  Act  to  amend  and  con- 
solidate the  Laws  relating  to  the  customs  of  the  United 
Kingdom  and  of  the  Isle  ofMan^  and  certain  Laws  relating 
to  trade  and  navigation  and  the  British  possessions:''  and 
that  the  said  goods  consisted  of  timber  and  wood  goods ; 
and  that  Miramichi,  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  was 
and  is  a  British  port  in  North  America  ;  and  that  the 
said  ship  with  the  said  goods  cleared  out  and  sailed 
from  Miramichi  aforesaid  after  the  first  day  of  September 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1856,  and  before  the  first  day 
of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857|  to  wit  on  the  14tb 
day  of  September  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1856 ;  and 
that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  ship  so  sailing 
as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  whole  of  the  said  cargo 
was  not  below  deck;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  part  of 
the  said  cargo  was  loaded,  and  remained  and  was,  above 
and  upon  the  deck  of  the  said  ship,  contrary  to  the 
statute  in  that  behalf  made  and  provided :  and  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  said  ship  so  sailing  as  aforesaid,  the 
master  of  the  said  ship  had  not  obtained  from  the  clearing 
officer  any  certificate  that  the  whole  of  the  cargo  of  such 
ship  was  below  deck,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  that 
behalf  made  and  provided :  as  the  person  or  persons  inte- 
rested in  the  said  cargo  and  freight  well  knew,  before 
and  at  the  time  of  loading  of  the  said  cargo  and  of  the 
said  ship  so  sailing  as  aforesaid:  wherefore  the  dc^ndant 
says  that  the  said  voyage  was  and  is  wholly  illegal. 
Demurrer.     Joinder. 
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1 858.  Blackburn,  for  the  plaintifTs.     The  pica  b  founded 

CuNARo       upon  The  Customs  Consolidation  Act,  1853,  16  &   17 

Htde  ^^^  ^'  ^^^'  ^y  ^^^'  ^'^  •  "  Before  any  clearing  officer 
permits  anj  ship,  wholly  or  in  part  laden  with  timber  or 
wood  goods,  to  clear  out  from  any  British  port  in  North 
America  or  in  the  settlement  of  Honduras  for  any  port 
in  the  United  Kingdom,  at  any  time  after  the  first  day 
of  September  or  before  the  first  day  of  May  in  any  year, 
he  shall  ascertain  that  the  whole  of  the  cargo  of  such 
ship  is  below  deck,  and  shall  give  the  master  of  such 
ship  a  certificate  to  that  effect;  and  no  master  of  any 
ship  so  laden  shall  sail  fix)m  any  of  the  ports  aforesaid  for 
any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom,  at  any  such  time  as 
aforesaid,  until  he  has  obtained  such  certificate  from  the 
clearing  oflBcer.**  By  sect.  171:  "No  master  of  any 
ship  in  respect  of  which  such  certificate  as  aforesaid  has 
been  obtained  shall  place,  or  permit  or  cause  to  be  placed 
or  remain,  upon  or  above  the  deck  of  such  ship,  any 
part  of  the  cargo  thereof,  until  such  ship  has  arrived  at 
the  port  of  her  destination :  provided  always,  that  if 
the  master  of  any  such  ship  consider  that  it  is  necessaiy, 
in  consequence  of  the  springing  a  leak  or  of  other 
damage  received  or  apprehended  during  the  voyage,  to 
remove  any  portion  of  the  cargo  upon  deck,  he  may 
remove  or  cause  to  be  removed  upon  the  deck  of  such 
ship  so  much  of  the  cargo,  and  may  permit  the  same  to 
remain  there  for  such  time,  as  he  considers  expedient; 
provided  also,  that  the  store  spars  or  other  articles  ne- 
cessary for  the  ship's  use  shall  not  be  taken  to  be  the 
cargo  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act"  By  sect  172 :  "  If 
any  master  of  any  ship  for  which  such  certificate  as 
aforesaid  is  required  sails  or  attempts  to  sail  without 
having  obtained  such  certificate,  or  places  or  permits. 


XXL    VICTORIA.  678 

or  causes  to  be  placed  or  to  remain  or  be,  upon  or  1858. 
above  the  deck  of  such  ship,  any  part  of  the  cargo  cunabd 
thereof,  except  in  the  cases  in  which  the  same  is  not  htdb. 
hereby  forbidden,  he  shall  for  every  offence  forfeit 
and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  1002."  The  Legis- 
lature has,  no  doubt,  here  made  provisions  with  the 
view  of  preventing  the  loading  of  timber  in  the  manner 
described  in  the  plea.  They  might  have  done  this 
by  declaring  that  every  voyage  where  the  provisions 
were  not  observed  should  be  to  all  purposes  illegal :  but 
they  have  only  prescribed  duties  to  the  master,  and  im- 
posed upon  him  a  penalty  for  his  default  in  such  duties. 
He  alone  would  be  cognizant  of  the  performance  or  non- 
|)erformance :  there  is  no  appearance  of  an  intention 
to  subject  the  shippers  to  the  consequences  of  an  illegal 
adventure  whenever  the  master,  without  their  privity, 
has  stowed  a  single  log  of  wood  improperly.  In  the 
same  way,  in  the  original  Customs  Act,  13  &  14  C  2. 
c.  11.,  the  duties  relating  to  clearance,  prescribed  in 
sect.  3,  are  imposed  on  the  captain,  master,  &c.,  '^  or  any 
other  person  or  persons  taking  charge"  of  the  ship;  and 
the  penalties  are  imposed  on  such  persons.  A  clearance 
violating  that  statute  does  not  make  the  voyage  illegal, 
so  as  to  defeat  the  insurance ;  Atkinson  v.  Abbott  (a), 
where  Lord  Ellehborough  refers  to  Planche  v.  Fktcher(b) 
as  a  decision  on  the  same  statute,  though  the  report  of 
the  latter  case  does  not  mention  the  statute.  As  the 
Legislature,  when  The  Customs  Consolidation  Act,  1853, 
was  before  them,  were  necessarily  cognizant  of  the  in- 
terpretation put  on  the  corresponding  clauses  in  the 
former  Act,  they  must  have  meant  the  same  thing.     It 

(u)   11  Ea$t,  135 ;  8CC  p.  141.    S.  C.  (not  S.  P.),  1  Campb.  535. 
{b)  1  Dong.  251 . 
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1858.  is  held  that  an  insurance  on  goods  forming  part  of  a  home- 
Cuhabd""  ^»rd  cargo  is  not  vitiated  by  the  fact  that  other  part  of  the 
cargo  consists  of  goods  which  cannot  be  legally  imported ; 
PiescheU  v.Allnutt  (a):  the  illegality  there,  as  here,  was 
merely  collateral.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  will  be  argued 
that  this  was  an  illegality  to  which  the  consignee  was  a 
party.]  The  plea  stops  fisur  short  of  that :  it  avers  only  that 
the  parties  interested  knew  that  the  captain  was  sailing 
without  a  certificate ;  but  it  does  not  show  that  they  had 
any  means  of  preventing  this.  [^CrampUm  3.  Why 
could  they  not  have  remonstrated  ?]  Consistently  with 
the  plea  they  may  have  done  so,  informing  the  master  that 
he  would  be  held  liable.  The  knowledge  of  a  murder  is 
consistent  with  perfect  innocence ;  the  party  murdered 
commonly  has  such  knowledge.  It  is  not  even  alleged 
that  the  goods  belonged  to  the  consignee.  [Lord  Camp* 
bell  C.  J.  It  does  seem  that  the  averment  as  to  know- 
ledge ought  to  be  of  knowledge  at  the  time  of  the 
insurance.]  Even  that  would  have  been  insufficient :  the 
policy  might  have  been  made  abroad  by  an  agent  who, 
previously  to  making  it,  had  communicated  the  infor- 
mation to  the  consignees,  and  such  information  might 
have  reached  them  just  before  the  moment  at  which  the 
policy  was  executed,  without  giving  them  the  means  of 
interference.  The  general  principle,  however,  seems  to 
be  well  laid  down  in  PldlUpss  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  In- 
surance^ ch.  m.  s.  IL  §  221  (voL  1.  p.  136.  3rd  ed.  Boston): 
**  A  contravention  of  law,  though  it  have  relation  to  the 
subject  of  the  risk,  still  will  not  affect  the  insurance  if 
it  be  remote  and  distinct  from  the  contract,  or  only 
collateral  and  concomitant  with   it,   or  incidental,   or 

(a)  4  Tann.  792. 
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merely  precedent  or  subsequent^  and  not  constituting  a  1858. 
part  of  it  or  embracing  and  imbuing  its  stipulations*  cunaed 
Thus  it  is  not  a  good  objection  against  an  insurance  on 
goods,  that  they  were  purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  a 
former  cargo  exported  in  contravention  of  law.  Kent/on, 
C.  J.  (a) :  *  If  this  objection  were  well  founded,  in  de- 
ciding on  a  claim  made  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  examine  the  past  conduct  of  the 
assured,  to  see  whether  they  had  illegally  acquired  the 
funds  with  which  the  goods  were  purchased.  We  cannot 
enter  into  considerations  of  that  kind ;  we  must  confine 
ourselves  to  the  immediate  transaction  before  us.'  So, 
where  the  master  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  took  on 
board  a  smuggled  chain  cable,  though  he  had  intended 
so  to  do  at  the  time  of  sailing,  Mr.  Justice  Story  said  it 
^  was  a  collateral  act,  no  more  touching  the  legality  of  the 
voyage  than  if  there  had  been  taken  on  board  some 
illegal  ship  stores,'  and  accordingly  held  that  the  policy 
on  the  ship  was  not  thereby  defeated.  So  not  stowing 
water  below  deck,  as  required  by  a  statute,  or  not  taking 
on  board  a  pilot  where  a  forfeiture  is  incurred  thereby, 
does  not  render  the  voyage  illegal*'  The  American 
statutable  regulation,  last  referred  to,  appears  to  be  very 
analogous  to  those  contained  in  the  clauses  now  before 
the  Court 

Hont/man,  contra.  If  the  voyage  be  illegal,  it  will 
follow  that  the  insurance,  being  an  indemnity  for  doing 
an  illegal  act,  is  illegal.  Now,  though  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  be  not  liable  criminally  for  the  acts  of  the  master. 


(a)  The  reference  is  to  the  Jadgment  of  Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.  in  Bird  v. 
AppUton,  8  T.  R.  566. 
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1858.  ^  is  subject  to  all  civil  liabilities  resulting  firom  such 
CuKABD  ^^^*  '^®  object  of  the  clauses  in  question  was,  as  in 
the  previous  statute  3  &  4  Vict  c.  36.,  to  prohibit  m 
dangerous  mode  of  stowing.  The  act  here  done  was  in 
violation  of  a  legal  prohibition,  and,  being  done  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  insured,  made  the  whole  transaction 
illegal  as  to  them. 

Blackburn  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  in- 
sured cannot  be  liable  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the  insurance 
on  account  of  the  misconduct  of  the  master,  unless  they 
were  privy  to  and  cognisant  of  such  misconduct  at  the 
time  when  the  insurance  was  effected.  This  I  should 
have  said,  even  if  the  statute  had  contained  a  positive 
prohibition,  instead  of  merely  imposing  a  penalty.  The 
object  of  the  enactment  was  to  protect  human  life  and 
property  in  the  case  of  goods  shipped  at  the  time  of  the 
year  mentioned  in  the  clauses.  It  would  be  monstrous 
injustice  jto  say  that  the  owners  of  the  goods  are  to  lose 
their  insurance  wherever  the  master  violates  these  regu- 
lations ;  such  was  not  the  object  of  the  Legislature.  If 
any  thing  illegal  were  contemplated  by  the  owners,  it 
would  be  another  question:  without  that,  we  cannot 
hold  the  contract  of  insurance  void.  Mr.  Hanyman 
therefore  must  rely,  as  indeed  he  does,  on  the  aver- 
ment of  the  knowledge  by  the  consignees.  But  it 
appears  only  that  their  knowledge  existed  at  the  time 
of  the  loading,  which  might  be  after  the  policy  had  been 
effected.  It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  averments  in 
this  plea,  that  the  insured,  when  they  heard  of  the  mode 
of  loading,  were  greatly  displeased. 
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Coleridge  J.     It  is  quite  enough,  for  the  decision  of       1858. 
this  case,  that  the  Act  does  not  make  the  voyage  illegal,       Conam) 
so  as  to  vitiate  the  insurance  with  respect  to  innocent        jj^^^ 
persons.   The  Legislature,  as  Mr.  Blackburn  says,  might 
have  done  so ;  but  there  would  have  been  great  hard- 
ship in  that     All  that  the  Legislature  has  done  is  to 
make  the  act  illegal  on  the  part  of  the  master.     If  parties 
know  of  such  act,  and,  intending  that  it  should  be  done, 
effect  an  insurance,  they  cannot  recover.     But  there  is 
nothing  of  that  sort  here.     The  plea  does  not  shew  that 
the  insured  knew  of  the  master's  act,  in  the  sense  of  con- 
senting to  it  and  wishing  it  to  be  done. 

Erle  J.  The  statute  prohibits  loading  in  a  particular 
way  in  certain  times,  and  imposes  a  penalty  on  the 
master  if  he  does  that.  No  one  is  affected,  except  the 
master  and  persons  acting  with  him. 

Crompton  J.  For  the  present  purpose,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  privity 
between  the  insured  and  the  master. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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1858. 


Saturday,        Thc  QuEEN  agaiTist  The  Inhabitants  of  Fording- 

Jun€  5th  (a). 

BRIDGE. 


To  |m>Te  a  /^N  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  William 

lettlement  by  v-^ 

apprenticeship,  DueU  and  family  from  the  parish  of  Fordingbridffe, 

given  that  pro-  i^  Hampshire^  to  the  parish  of  St.  Thomas,  New  Sitrum, 

Eeenlniule  for  ^f^f^ire,  the  Sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the 

il°.'?f!?™**  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case,  in  substance  as  follows. 

bat  m  vain  i  *                                                             ' 

and  a  Pfnon  The  only  material  ground  of  removal  was :  *'  That  the 

was  called  who  "^                      ^ 

deposed  that,  pauper,  W.  Duell,  and  his  wife  and  six  children,  are  last 

more  than 

sixtT  years  legally  settled  in  the  parish  of  St.  Thomcu;  for  that  he, 

worked  with  the  Said  W.  Duell,  is  the  legitimate  son  of  James  DueU, 

master  as  the  1^^®  of  *^  &c*>  ^'  tailor,  deceased ;  and  that  the  said  W.  DueU 

aTwaysbcHeTed  derives  and  now  has  a  settlement  in  right  of  his  said 

i'°UnH^  to  ^^^^^  ^"  ^^^  P^™*^  ®^  ^^  Thomas,  in  this,  to  wit  that, 

that  roaster;  Jq  q^  ^bout  the  vears  1791  and  1792,  the  said  J.  DueU, 

that  the  pauper  . 

was  instructed  the  father,  was  then  an  in-door  apprentice  to  one  Mr. 

there  by  a  ,               ...                    . 

journeyman.  Brownjohn,  a  tailor,  residing  in  the  parish  of  St.  Thomas; 

and  boarded  in  that  the  Said  J.  DueU  served  the  said  Mr.  Brownjohn  in 

two  others  who  his  dwelling  house  in  the  same  parish  of  St  Thomas 

ticel'^^"^'*'  during  his  apprenticeship,  that  is  to  say  for  the  space 

thifwM  CT?-  ^^  ^^^^y  ^*y®  ^^^  upwards ;  that  the  said  W.  DueU,  the 

^ v^  ^^^^\  Pft"P^r>  derives  a  settlement  from  his  father  in  respect 

ment  by  ap-  of  the  said  apprenticeship." 

prenticeship, 

under  an  inden-  The  fourth  grouud  of  appeal  was:   '^  That  the  said 

ture,  might  be 

presumed.  J.  DueU  was  never  bound  apprentice  to  the  said  Mr. 
Brotcnjohn  by  any  indenture  of  apprenticeship.'' 

(a)  The  report  of  this  case  has  been  accidentally  misplaced. 
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The  only  question  in  dispute  at  the  trial  of  the  appeal        1858. 
arose  upon  the  fourth  ground  of  appeal  The  QubbiT 

In  order  to  prove  the  apprenticeship,  Andrew  Creary  1^1^^^^^,  ^ 
was  called  by  the  respondents,  and  deposed  as  follows:  Foediho- 
"  I  am  ninety  years  of  age.  In  the  years  1791  and  1792 
I  worked  for  Mr.  Brownjohn ;  he  lived  in  the  Oatmeal 
Row,  in  the  parish  of  St.  77iomas,  New  Sarum.  J.  Duett 
worked  there  at  the  time.  He  was  a  boy.  I  supposed 
him  to  be  an  apprentice.  He  worked  under  a  journey- 
man who  was  there,  and  was  instructed  by  the  journey- 
man. He  resided  and  lodged  in  the  house  there.  He 
lived  with  his  master  until  he  was  out  of  his  time.  He 
took  his  meals  with  the  family.  There  were  two  others 
who  also  lived  and  boarded  in  the  house  as  apprentices, 
and  were  instructed  in  the  art  and  mystery  of  a  tailor. 
X  Duett  was  the  oldest  of  the  three.  The  names  of  the 
others  were  Lawford  and  Moody.  The  journeymen  did 
not  board  in  the  house,  but  took  their  meals  in  their 
own  houses.  When  J.  Duett  did  his  work  to  the  satis- 
faction of  his  master,  I  have  known  his  master  to  give 
him  a  shilling.  I  have  seen  his  master  praise  his  work." 
Upon  cross-examination,  the  witness  said :  **  I  first  went 
to  Brownjohn  in  1791.  I  worked  there  for  a  twelve- 
month. On  the  second  occasion  I  was  there  for  half  a 
year ;  at  that  time  J.  Duett  worked  there.  I  took  my 
meals  at  home ;  so  did  all  the  men  except  the  appren- 
tices.  Moody  and  Lawford  were  dead.**  On  reexami- 
nation, the  witness  said:  ^*  When  I  left  Mr.  Brownjohn^s 
1  worked  at  a  shop  close  by,  in  Salisbury  Close.  I  know 
the  said  J.  Duett  worked  at  the  said  Mr.  Brownjohn^s  all 
the  remainder  of  his  time.  I  sometimes  saw  J.  Duett 
when  I  worked  in  the  close." 
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1858.  Sarah  DueU  was  then  called,  and,  being  sworn,  de- 

'l^i^m  P^*^  ^  follows :  "I  am  ibe  widow  of  Ji  DmeU;  he  <fied 
lAMtaMXM  of  ^"^^  yeaiB  aga  I  am  the  mother  of  W.  Duett  the 
FoBmao.  pauper.  I  was  married  nearly  sixty  years  aga  My 
husband  was  the  son  of  James  Duett,  of  Hatt,  in  Hamp- 
shire. The  pauper  b  my  son,  bom  in  lawful  wedlock. 
My  husband  was  a  tailor.  I  knew  him  ax  months 
before  we  married.  I  looked  among  his  papers  for  an 
indenture,  but  could  not  find  it." 

It  was  then  proposed  to  examine  her  further,  as  to  a 
oonverBation  with  her  husband  with  refinence  to  an  in- 
denture of  apprenticeship.  This  was  objected  to  by  the 
counsel  for  the  appellants:  but,  after  discussion,  the 
Court  decided  upon  allowing  the  examination  to  pro- 
ceed, saving  the  right  to  the  appellants'  counsel  to  renew 
their  objection  when  the  examination  should  be  con- 
cluded. And  the  witness  then  stated:  ^My  husband 
and  I  have  often  had  conversation  on  the  subject  of  his 
apprenticeship;  he  has  frequently  spoken  of  his  inden- 
tture  of  apprenticeship;  I  have  heard  him  say  repeatedly 
that,  when  he  and  his  master  changed  indentures,  his 
master  gave  him  half  a  crown  to  drink  his  health ;  he 
said  he  delivered  his  indenture  to  his  father,  and  never 
saw  it  afterwards." 

It  was  admitted  by  the  appellants  that  foil  search  had 
been  made  for  an  indenture,  but  that  none  had  been 
fotmd.  And  the  appellants'  counsel  then  renewed  their 
objection,  and  contended  that  the  evidence  of  Sarah 
Duett  last  stated  was  not  admissible ;  and  that,  without 
that,  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  apprenticeship  of  the 
said  J.  DuelL  The  respondents'  counsel  contended  that 
the  said  evidence  was  admissible;  and,  if  it  was  not,  that 
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without  it  there  was  evidence  of  such  apprenticeship.        1858. 
The  Quarter  Sessions  thought  that  the  evidence  was  not    The  Quebm 
admissible,  and  that,  without  it,  there  was  not  any  evi-   inhabitants  of 
dcnce  of  the  apprenticeship :  and  they  quashed  the  order,      ^^^^^ 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  hereunder  stated. 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  evi- 
dence of  Sarah  Duett  was  admissible  in  proof  of  the 
existence  of  an   indenture  of  apprenticeship,  or  that 
without  the  said  evidence  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  establish   an  apprenticeship  as  alleged  in  the  said 
grounds  of  removal,  the  order  of  the  Sessions  was  to  be 
quashed  and  the  order  of  removal  confirmed.     But,  if* 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  evidence 
was  not  admissible  as  aforesaid,  and  that  without  the 
said  evidence  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  esta* 
blish  an  apprenticeship  as  aforesaid,  then  the  order  of 
Sessions  was  to  be  confirmed  and  the  order  of  removal 
quashed. 

Monk  and  C.  B.  Russett,  in  support  of  the  order  of  Ses- 
sions. First,  as  to  the  evidence  of  iS'aroAjDiie//.  The  conver- 
sation between  her  and  her  husband,  now  deceased,  is  inad- 
missible to  prove  the  existence  of  an  indenture.  Where 
the  existence  of  a  document  is  proved  aliunde,  hearsay 
evidence  of  the  person  having  the  custody  of  the  docu- 
ment has  been  admitted,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
where  search  ought  to  be  made.  But  such  evidence 
has  never  been  admitted  to  prove  the  express  fact  of  the 
existence  of  the  document  In  Rex  v.  Morton  (a)  hear- 
say evidence  as  to  the  destruction  of  an  indenture  was 
admitted;  but  it  was  admitted,  not  for  the  purpose  of 

(a)  A  M.^  S  48. 
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1858.        proving  the  fact  of  there  having  once  been  an  indentare. 
The  QuxxH     but,  that  being  proved  aliunde,  of  shewing  that  sufficient 
Inhabiunuof  B^ATch  had  been  made.  And,  in  iZex  v. /Zoux&n  (a),  similar 
BRiDoir      evidence  was  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
proof  aliunde  that  the  indenture,  the  loss  of  which  it 
was  sought  to  prove,  had  ever  been  in  the  custody 
of  the  person  whose  statement  with  respect  to  it  was 
tendered   In  Rex  v.  KenUtoorth  {h)  the  hearsay  evidence 
was  that  of  the  party  having  the  custody  of  the  docu- 
ment, and  was  admitted  only  to  shew  that  proper  search 
had  been  made. 

'  Next,  the  remaining  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to 
establish  the  fact  of  an  apprenticeship.  To  hold  that 
it  is  would  be  to  hold  that  the  existence  of  an  instru- 
ment may  be  presumed  from  circumstances.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  Marriage,  the  most  important  of  all 
contracts,  is  often  presumed  from  circumstances.]  Here, 
not  only  a  contract,  but  a  contract  by  deed,  must  be 
presumed.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  If  we  presume  a  con- 
tract at  all,  we  may  presume  that  all  proper  requisites 
to  it  have  been  performed.]  No  doubt :  but  a  contract 
cannot  be  presumed  at  all  when  it  is  necessarily  a  con- 
tract by  deed.  Bex  v.  St.  Marylebane  (c)  may  be  relied 
on  by  the  respondents.  But  that  case  is  contradicted  by 
the  later  case  of  Bex  v.  Bawden  (a).  [Lord  Campbell 
C.  J.  No :  there  the  question  was  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  certain  hearsay  evidence  only.]  In  Bex  v.  SL  Mary- 
Idwne  (c)  the  general  evidence  was  much  stronger  than 
here;  and  Bayley  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  relies  princi- 
pally on  a  circumstance  which  is  wanting  in  the  present 


(a)  2  A,^  E.  156.  (6)  7  Q.  B,  642. 

(c)  AD.^R,  475. 
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case,  namely,  subsequent  relief  of  the  pauper*s  wife  by        1868. 
the  parish  in  which,  if  there  had  been  an  apprenticeship    The  Quxek 
at  all,  he  would  have  gained  a  settlement     The  ques-  inhabiunti  of 
tion  of  presumption,  moreover,  being  a  question  of  fact,      Fobdihq. 
is  for  the  sessions ;  and  the  Court  will  not  interfere  with 
their  decision.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     We  have  to  say 
whether  they  were  or  were  not  bound  to  presume  an 
indenture  of  apprenticeship,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case.]     They  were  certainly  not  bound  to  do  so :  the 
evidence  is  not  even  sufficient  to  prove  an  apprenticeship 
of  any  kind,  still  less  a  regular  apprenticeship  by  inden- 
ture.  It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  pauper  having  been 
nothing  more  than  a  menial  servant     [^Erle  J.    I  think 
not.     But,  if  it   were,  it  might  still  be   evidence   to 
shew  an  apprenticeship,  though  not  conclusive  evidence. 
Partnership  is  often  presumed  from  circumstances  which 
are  nevertheless  consistent  with  other  relations,  such  as 
that  of  principal  and  agent,  between  the  parties.] 

fF.  M.  Cooke  and  Fonge,  contr^  were  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  We  are  asked  to  say  whether 
there  was  reasonable  evidence  from  which  the  Sessions 
could  infer  the  existence  of  an  indenture  of  apprentice- 
ship. I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was,  upon  the  principle 
laid  down  by  Bayley  J.,  in  Rex  v.  St.  Marylebone  (a). 
*^The  general  rule  applicable  to  the  doctrine  of  pre- 
sumption is,  that  we  are  to  presume  that  which  reason- 
ably accounts  for  the  actual  existing  state  of  things.'' 
Now  here  is  a  state  of  things  which  can  reasonably 
be  accounted  for  by  supposing  the  existence,  at  one 

(a)  AD.^  B.  475. 
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1858.  thne,  <if  an  iodentnrc  <if  apprenticeship^  and  nol  faj  any 
ocherauppuaitioo.  There  n^  certainlj»  a  bare  possilnlitj 
theocher  w^;  but  noreawnable  man  ooold  doobty  oa 
such  eridenoe  as  dus,  diat  there  had  been  an  indentnrei. 
In  iZa  T.  5St.  iUiiTjflBftpar  (a)  tiro  niost  kanied  Jod^e^ 
that  the  existence  <if  soch  a  docnment  may  be  presomed 
finm  Acts:  and  in  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  theie  was 
no  evidence  alinnde  of  the  existence  of  the  indenture. 
That  case^  which  appears  to  be  Teiy  distincdy  reported, 
is  an  express  aothority  opon  the  question  before  us; 
and  there  is  no  case  to  the  contrary.  hiBexyr.Martom(b) 
and  Bex  t.  Bawdtm  (e)  the  question  was  as  to  the 
adnrissibility  of  certain  declarations  given  in  hearsay 
evidence.  The  circumstances  here  leave  no  doubt  what- 
ever on  my  mind  that  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship 
was  executed,  imder  which  a  settlemoit  was  gained. 

(CoLERiDGB  J.  was  absent) 

EsLB  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
here  is  whether,  upon  this  evidence,  a  reasonable  man 
would  infer  that  the  man  had  been  bound  apprentice  ? 
I  know  of  no  rule  of  law  requiring  technical  proof  of 
the  existence  of  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  or  of 
any  other  deed,  or  which  prohibits  the  presumption  of 
the  existence  of  the  deed  from  circumstances.  In  the 
present  case  a  long  time  has  elapsed  since  it  could  have 
been  executed ;  and  it  is  scarcely  likely  that  it  could  be 
found;  and  proper  search  appears  to  have  been  made 
for  it.  Then  we  have  the  evidence  of  a  companion  of 
the  man  who  worked  with  him ;  and  his  statements  go 

(a)  A  D.^  R,  475.  (6)  4  M,  ^  S,  48. 

(c)  2  A.^  B,  156. 
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most  strongly  to  shew  an  apprenticeship.    The  evidence        1858. 
therefore,  on  the  whole,  is  quite  sufficient  to  warrant  the    The  Queen 
inference  that  there  was  a  regular  indenture  of  appren-   -  ,7" 
ticeship.     The  relations  of  landlord  and  tenant,  of  part-      Fobdino- 
nership,  of  marriages,  are  frequently  presumed  from  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  being  consistent  with  that  state 
of  things,  and  more  consistent  with  that  than  with  any 
other.  Upon  that  principle  I  think  the  relation  of  master 
and  apprentice  may  fairly  be  presumed  here. 

(Crompton  J.  was  absent.) 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


Hodgson  against  Johnson.  weoneiday, 

June  9th. 

npHE  declaration  (as  amended,  as  after  stated)  alleged  By  agreement, 

that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  between  plaial 

promise  by  defendant  hereinafter  mentioned,  defendant  fendimt,  it'wis 

held  certain  premises  with  the  appurtenances,  as  tenant  Xi^fflhould 

thereof  to  one  H.  T.,  at  a  certain  yearly  rent  payable  by  ^f^^^f^jS" 

defendant  to  the  said  H*  T.,  and  was  possessed  of  certain  ^^^^^  defend- 
ant was  occu- 

plant,  goods  and  chattels  in  and  upon  the  said  premises,  pying  as 

tenant,  and 
take  the  plant 
and  bricks  there  at  a  Yalaation ;  and  that  defendant  should  paj  op  all  rent  then  due,  and 
endeavour  to  induce  the  landlord  to  accept  plaintiff  as  tenant. 

Plaintiff  took  possession  of  the  brick  yard,  and  saTO  defendant  a  warrant  of  attorney  as 
security  for  payment  of  the  sum  at  which  the  bricks  and  plant  were  Yalucd.  A  distress 
was  afterwards  put  in  upon  the  premises,  and  the  plant  and  bricks  sold,  for  rent  due  from 
defendant  before  the  agreement ;  and  plaintiff  was  turned  out  of  possession  by  the  landlord. 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff  against  defendant,  for  the  breach  of  the  agreement  to  pay  up 
the  rent : 

Held,  that  the  contract  and  consideration  were  each  single  and  entire ;  that  the  contract, 
taken  in  its  entirety,  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  lands,  and,  not  being  in 
writing,  was  voidable  under  sect.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  and  that  plaintiff,  therefore, 
could  not  sever  and  sue  upon  that  part  which  related  to  the  payment  of  the  rent. 
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1858.  aiMlwasdeflroiiscifadliiigaiiddisponiigof  thefludpbii^ 
HwotCT  B^^^^  ^^  dialteb  to  the  plaiDtiff,  and  of  procariog  the 
,    ^'  plaintiff  to  be  accepted  bj  the  said  A  71  as  tenant  of  the 

said  |»emises ;  and  theieopon  aftmraidsy  to  wit  on  Sdc^ 
in  eoDsidention  that  the  plaintiff  would  pnrdiaae  the 
said  fdant,  goods  and  diatteb  at  a  Taloationy  and  take 
poaKssioo  of  the  said  premises  with  the  ^>portenances^ 
defimdant  promised  plaintiff  that  he  would  eDdcaioor  to 
procore  the  plaintiff  to  be  accepted  bj  the  said  H.  T. 
as  tenant  of  the  premises,  and  would  pay  op,  satisfy  and 
disdutfge  all  rent  then  due  or  payable  from  him  to  the 
said  A  71  in  req>ect  of  the  said  premises :  that  plaintiff, 
relying  upon  the  said  promise  of  defendant,  did  purdiaae 
the  said  plant,  goods  and  chattels  of  defendant  at  a 
valuation  as  aforesaid,  and  took  possesnon  of  the  said 
premises  with  the  appurtenances :  yet  defendant,  disre- 
garding his  said  promise,  did  not  pay  up,  satisfy  and 
discharge  all  rent  due  or  payable  from  him  to  the  said 
H.T.m  respect  of  the  said  premises,  but  wholly  n^- 
lected  so  to  do;  whereby  certain  goods  and  chattels  of 
pUuntifl;  in  and  upon  the  said  premises,  were  afterwards 
distrained  by  the  said  J7.  T.  for  rent  which  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  as  aforesaid. 

Cotmts  ioft  money  paid,  money  had  and  received,  and 
on  accounts  stated. 

Pleas:  1.  Non  assumpsit.  2.  To  the  second,  third 
and  fourth  counts :  Never  indebted*  3.  To  the  same : 
Set-off.    Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

At  the  trial,  before  Bylet  J.,  at  the  last  Assiies  for 
Lancaster^  it  appeared,  from  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff, 
that,  in  Aprily  1857,  he  agreed,  at  the  solicitation  of  the 
defendant,  to  take  possession  of  a  brickyard,  which  the 
defendant  was  then  occupying  as  tenant,  and  to  take  the 
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plant  and  bricks  upon  it  at  a  valuation,  and  give  the        1858. 
defendant  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  the  sum  at  which      HoDogoa 
ihey  were  valued.     The  defendant  agreed  to  settle  with      johjIhoit 
the  landlord  for  all  rent  then  due,  and  to  endeavour  to 
induce  him  to  accept  the  plaintiff  as  tenant   The  plain- 
tiff took  possession  of  the  premises,  and  worked  the  plant, 
and  executed  the  warrant  of  attorney  as  agreed.     Some 
months  afterwards,  a  distress  was  put  in  by  the  landlord 
for  three  years'  rent  due  from  the  defendant.   The  plant 
and  bricks  were  sold ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  turned  out 
of  possession. 

It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
agreement  was  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  lands,  and 
that,  not  being  in  writing,  it  was  voidable  under  sect.  4 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  C.  2.  c.  3.  The  learned 
Judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit :  the  plaintiff 
to  be  at  liberty  to  amend  his  declaration;  which  was 
amended  accordingly,  as  above  set  out 

Monkf  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  Nia 
accordingly. 

Overend  and  «7.  A.  Russell  now  shewed  cause.  The 
agreement,  as  it  now  stands,  upon  the  declaration  as 
amended,  and  in  which  shape  it  was  clearly  proved  at 
the  trial,  is  an  agreement  by  the  defendant  to  sell  the 
plant  and  bricks  upon  the  land;. and,  in  addition,  to  use 
his  influence  with  the  landlord  to  procure,  if  possible, 
his  acceptance  of  the  plaintiff  as  tenant  in  the  place  of  the 

• 

defendant  That  is  not  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  an 
interest  in  lands,  within  sect.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
It  passes  no  interest  in  the  land.     [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
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1858.  The  defendant's  interest,  such  as  it  was,  was  to  pass, 
Hodgson  onder  the  agreement,  to  the  plaintiff.]  No  interest 
JoHHsoH.  &<^tually  passed ;  nor  could  any  pass  unless  and  until  the 
landlord  accepted  the  plaintiff  as  tenant.  The  agree- 
ment,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  the  land  at  all,  gave  him, 
absolutely,  only  the  possession  of  the  premises  and  plant, 
and  the  right  to  work  the  latter.  And,  even  if  that  part 
of  the  agreement  be  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  an 
interest  in  land,  it  has  been  executed;  and  therefore  the 
plaintiff  may  sue  upon  the  other  part  of  the  contract, 
namely,  the  promise  to  pay  up  all  the  rent  due ;  Green 
y.  Saddinfftan  (a).  [Crompton  J.  Can  the  two  parts  of 
the  contract  be  severed,  as  in  Greefi  v.  Saddington  (a)?] 
They  can.  In  Coching  v.  Ward  (A),  an  agreement  very 
similar  to  this,  the  promise  of  the  transferee  of  the 
tenancy  to  pay  the  purchase  money  was  held  to  be 
severable  from  the  agreement  for  such  transfer.  [Cromp^ 
tan  J.  The  promise  there  was  distinct  and  collateral] 
In  Price  v.  Leyburn  (c),  cited  in  Cocking  v.  Ward  (b\ 
where  the  agreement,  not  in  writing,  stipulated  that  the 
plaintifis  should  be  substituted  as  tenant  in  the  place  of 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  should  reimburse 
the  plaintifis  for  any  arrears  of  rent  due  from  the  de- 
fendant and  paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiffs  might  sever,  and  sue  upon,  the  latter  part  of 
the  contract,  inasmuch  as  that  part  did  not  relate  to  the 
sale  of  an  interest  in  lands.  And  Dallas  C  J.  appears 
to  have  suggested,  as  an  additional  reason,  that  the  first 
part  of  the  contract  had  been  executed.     In  that  case 


(a)  7  E.^  B,  503.  (6)  1  Conu  B,  858. 

(e)   Gow,  109. 
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the  agreement  sued  upon  was  not  collateral.  [CromptanJ.        ]858. 
Kelly  V.  Webster  (a)  is  a  strong  authority  against  you.]  Hodosoh 


Atank  and  C.  Milward,  contra,  were  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
action  is  not  maintainable ;  and  that  the  agreement  is 
voidable,  under  sect.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  being 
for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  lands,  and  not  being  in 
writing.  I  think  that  the  declaration,  as  amended,  sets 
up  a  contract  of  that  kind,  and  that  the  contract,  as  set 
up,  was  proved.  The  defendant  was  to  give  up  posses- 
sion of  the  premises;  and,  if  he  had  refused  to  do  so, 
an  action  would  have  Iain  against  him  by  the  plaintiff. 
There  is  but  one  consideration  for  the  whole  contract ; 
and,  though  part  of  that  one  contract  may  have  been  per- 
formed, the  consideration  remains  entire,  and  therefore 
such  part  performance  will  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sue 
in  respect  of  that  part  of  the  contract  which  remains 
unperformed.  In  an  action  upon  that,  he  would  have 
to  prove  the  promise  by  proving  the  whole  of  the  origi- 
nal agreement;  and  that  agreement,  as  a  whole,  is  void- 
able under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Where  a  contract 
consists  of  two  collateral  agreements,  one  only  of  which 
relates  to  an  interest  in  land,  then,  if  that  part  of  the 
contract  has  been  executed,  the  fact  of  the  whole 
contract  not  being  in  writing  will  not  preclude  an 
action  on  the  other  part,  founded  on  a  promise  to  be 
performed  after  such  execution.  That  was  decided  in 
Green  v.  Saddingtan  (b).     But  one   contract,  founded 

(a)  12  Com.  B.  283.  (»)  7  B.  ^  B.  603. 

B.    D.    &    E.  2   T 


JOBHIOH. 
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1858.       iipon  one  consideratioD,  cannot  be  bisected  ro  as  to 
HoDGsov     make  a  new  contract  and  a  new  consideration  out  of 
one  bal£ 


▼. 

JOBXSOV. 


(Coleridge  J.  had  left  the  Court) 

Erle  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  promise  relied  on 
here  is  implicated  with  the  promise  which  relates  to  the 
sale  of  an  interest  in  lands.  There  may,  no  doubt,  be 
more  than  one  distinct  promise  in  a  single  agreement : 
but  here  the  promises  are  not  independent 

Cbompton  J.  Here  is  only  one  contract  and  one 
consideration.  The  contract,  therefore,  must  be  sued 
upon  as  a  whole ;  and,  taken  as  a  whole,  it  relates  to  the 
sale  of  an  interest  in  lands,  and  is  voidable  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  I  myself  entertained  doubts  as  to  the 
decision  in  Green  ▼•  Saddington  (a).  But,  at  all  events, 
unless  the  contract  consists,  as  in  that  case,  of  two  dis- 
tinct and  independent  agreements,  it  is  not  severable. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit 

(o)  1  E.^  B,  503. 
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1858. 


Robert  Luscombe,  appellant,  against  The  Local  wedmesday. 
Board  of  Health  for  the  Borough  of  Plymouth, 
respondents. 

Elizabeth   Shobtland,   appellant,   against   the 

Same,  respondents. 

Alexander  Pontet,  appellant,  against  the  Same, 

respondents. 

/^N  2d  Julyy  1856,  a  General  District  Rate  was  made  The  proviso 
by  The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the  borough  of  The  PabUc 
Plymouth^  for  defraying  such  expences  as  are  by  The  i848(ii&*i2 
Public  Health  Act,  1848  (11  &  12  Vict,  c.63.),  charged  ^^'eh^^^pu 
upon  that  rate,  and  such  other  expences  of  carrying  ^^^^^ 
into  execution  the  said  Act  in  the  said  district  as  are  l>»»trict  Rates 

under  the  Act 

not  provided  for  by  any  other  rate  or  chargeable  upon  any  kind  of 

property  in  the 

The  District  Fund,  after  the  rate  of  \8.  Sd.  in  the  pound,  district  which, 

before  the  A_(*t. 

upon  the  several  occupiers  and  other  parties  liable  by  had  by  anv 
law  to  be  assessed  thereto.     The  three  appellants  were  c^mpted  from 
severally  assessed  to  the  said  Gene^l  District  Rate,  and  J'p^  jjr. 
each  gave  notice  of  appeal :  and,  by  consent,  and  the  *°y  ®^  *^J 

which  General 
or  Special 
District  Rates  may  be  made  under  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  in  respect  of  the  same 
purpose  and  to  the  same  extent,  applies  only  where  the  exemption  in  the  local  Act  was  in 
respect  of  the  kind  of  property,  and  not  where  it  was  only  in  respect  of  its  locality. 

A  Ucal  Act  (5  (7.  4.  c.  xxii. )  described  the  property  rateable  to  be  gardens,  tenements 
and  hereditaments,  adjoining  to  or  upon  streets,  &c.,  built  or  thereafter  to  be  built,  within  the 
populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough  of  P.,  or  at  no  more  than  a  certain  distance  from 
streets  &c.  Held  tnat  this  was  not  an  exemption  in  respect  of  kind,  and  that  the  exempting 
proviso  of  sect.  88  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  was  therefore  inapplicable  to  gardens, 
tenements,  &c,  though  without  the  limit  prescribed  in  the  local  Act.  rer  Lord  Campbett 
C  J.,  Wightmam  and  Cromptan  Js.;  diasentiente  Erie  J. 

2  Y  2 
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1858.       order  of  Erie  3^  it  was  agreed  to  state  the  GmtIs  in 

Pltmocth"  special  cases  for  the  opinion  of  this  Coort;   and  that 

District  Rat«.  j^i^giDCi^tSy  in  Conformity  with  the  decisions,  and  fiir 

such  costs  as  the  Coort  should  adjudge,  might  be  entered 

at  the  Sessions,  &c 

The  introductory  part  of  the  first  two  cases  was  the 
same,  and  was  substantially  as  follows. 

By  Stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  zxiL  {a\  Commissioners  were 
appointed  for  carrying  the  Act  into  execution;  and 
powers  vested  in  them  for  that  purpose. 

Sect  105  was  as  follows.  ''And  for  raiang  money 
for  answering  and  defiaying  the  expences  attending  the 
obtaining  of  this  Act,  and  carrying  into  execution  the 
several  purposes  thereof,  be  it  further  enacted,  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  (Jommissioners  or  any  seven 
or  more  of  them,  and  they  are  hereby  authcHrized  and 
empowered,  when  and  so  often  as  they  shall  think 
necessary,  at  any  meeting  or  meetings  to  be  holden  for 
that  purpose,  to  order  and  direct  a  rate  or  rates, 
ment  or  assessments,  to  be  made,  charged,  or 
upon  the  tenant  or  occupier,  not  exceeding  two  ahillingt 
in  the  pound  in  any  one  year,  on  the  full  annual  rent  or 
value  of  all  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars,  vaults^ 
wharfe,  quays,  manufiftctories,  founderies,  mills^  staUea, 
coachhouses,  brewhouses,  markets,  and  other  buildings 
and  erections  already  built,  erected,  or  made,  or  which 
shall  hereafter  be  built,  erected,  or  made,  or  situate, 
standing,  and  being  in  the  said  town  and  borough  of 
Ffynumth  (within  certain  limits  as  herein  mentioned)^ 

(a)  Local  and  penona],  public :  **  For  better  paTing,  ligbtiiy,  dcaun^ 
watdiing  and  improrixig  the  town  and  borongb  of  Ffywtomik  in  tbe  coonty 
of  Devoa;  and  for  regnlating  tbe  police  tbereof;  and  lor  renovi^  and 
prerenting  nuisances  and  annoyances  tberein." 
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and  upon  the  several  gardens,  curtilages,  yards,  and  I808. 
other  conveniences  thereto  adjoining  or  belonging,  and  pltmouth 
upon  ail  gardens,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  adjoin-  Di^^*^te. 
ing  to  or  upon  any  of  the  streets,  lanes,  roads,  passages, 
or  other  public  places  which  are  already  made  or  built, 
or  which  shall  hereafter  be  made  or  built,  within  the 
populous  or  town  part  of  the  said  borough,  or  situate  so 
contiguous  to  some  street  within  the  populous  or  town 
part  of  the  said  borough  that  there  be  no  greater  distance 
than  one  hundred  feet  from  some  street  within  the 
populous  or  town  part  of  the  said  borough  to  the  nearest 
of  such  houses  or  buildings,  or  the  gardens,  curtilages, 
or  yards  thereunto  adjoining  and  belonging,  nor  (rom 
such  last  mentioned  houses  or  buildings,  gardens,  cur- 
tilages, or  yards,  to  such  as  shall  be  next  succeeding, 
and  so  on  from  one  rateable  house  or  building,  or  garden, 
curtilage,  or  yard  thereunto  adjoining  and  belonging, 
to  the  next  or  nearest,  in  whatsoever  direction  the 
same  may  be,  or  how  far  soever  the  same  may  extend, 
in  the  said  borough ;  and  such  rate  or  rates,  assessment 
or  assessments,  shall  be  made  at  any  time  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act,  and  shall  be  assessed  and  raised  by 
such  half  yearly,  quarterly,  or  other  payments  as  the 
said  Commissioners  shall  think  fit  and  direct,  and  shall 
be  paid  to  and  levied  and  collected  by  any  collector  or 
collectors  to  be  appointed  by  the  said  Commissioners, 
and  shall,  when  collected,  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  or 
treasurers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  Commissioners ; 
such  annual  rent  or  value  to  be  from  time  to  time  settled, 
ascertained,  and  fixed  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Com- 
missioners shall  direct  or  appoint"  A  copy  of  this  Act 
accompanied  the  case. 

On  3d  November,  1853,  The  General  Board  of  Health, 
by  their  provisional  order,  which  was  duly  confirmed  by 
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1858.        Act  of  Parlument,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  53.,  durected  that 

Pltmoutb     The  Pablic  Health  Act,  1848,  except  sect.  50,  shoold 

DiMriet  Bate.   ^PP^J  ^^  ^^  ^""^^  comprised  Within  the  boundaries  of  die 

borough  of  Plymouth.     And  varioos  sections  (including 

sect  105)  of  the  local  Act  were  bj  the  said  order 

repealed. 

It  is  by  the  said  order  provided  that  the  Major, 
aldermen  and  burgesses  of  the  said  borough  should  be, 
by  the  town  council  of  the  said  borough,  the  Local 
Board  of  Health  under  the  said  Public  Health  Act. 


Robert  Luscombe,  appellant,  against  The  Local  Board 
of  Health  for  the  borough  of  Plymouth,  reqnmdents. 

In  this  case,  the  statement,  after  the  introductory 
part  above  set  forth,  was  in  substance  as  follows. 

The  Commissioners,  acting  under  the  local  Act,  during 
the  continuance  of  their  powers,  levied  rates,  from  time 
to  time,  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  authorized 
so  to  do. 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  makii^  of  the  rate 
appealed  against,  the  appellant  was  the  occupier  of  a 
field  situate  within  the  borough  of  Plymauth^  and  within 
the  district  of  The  Local  Board  of  Health.  Such  field 
was  not,  however,  situate,  adjoining  to,  or  upon,  any 
street,  lane,  road,  passage,  or  other  public  place  within 
the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough  of  Pbfnumth  ; 
nor  within  the  limits  defined  by  the  section  of  the  local 
Act  before  set  out  And  no  rate  under  the  said  local 
Act  was  ever  paid  in  respect  of  the  said  field.  And  the 
appellant  contends  that  the  field  was  not  rateable  under 
the  local  Act.  The  respondents  contend  that  it  was. 
At  the  time  aforesaid,  the  appellant  was  also  the  occupier 
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of  a  market  garden,  situate  within  the  siud  borough,  and        1858. 
within  the  district  of  the  said  Board  of  Health ;   but     Plxmouth 
which  market  garden  was  not  a  garden  adjoining  or  dJ^^!^. 
belonging  to  any  house  or  building;  nor  was  the  same 
situate,  and  adjoining  to,  or  upon,  any  street,  lane,  yard, 
passage,  or  public  place,  within  the  populous  or  town 
part  of  the  said  borough,  nor  otherwise  within  the  limits 
defined  by  the  section  of  the  local  Act  before  set  out 
And  no  rate 'under  the  said  local  Act  was  ever  paid  in 
respect  of  the  said  garden.     And  the  appellant  contends 
that  the  said  garden  was  not  rateable  under  the  local 
Act.    The  respondents  contend  that  it  was. 

The  appellant,  as  the  occupier  of  the  field  and  market 
garden  before  mentioned,  is  rated  in  respect  thereof  by 
the  said  Local  Board,  in  the  rate  appealed  against,  in 
the  proportion  of  bne  fourth  of  the  net  annual  value  of 
such  field  and  market  garden,  respectively,  under  the 
provisions  of  sect.  88  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848. 

The  entry  in  the  rate  is  as  follows. 


Occupier. 

Owner. 

Description  of  property  rated. 

Bohert  Luscambe, 

Tink. 

Field  and  Garden. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  field  and  market 
garden,  for  which  he  is  now  rated,  were  not,  nor  was 
either  of  them,  rateable  under  the  local  Act ;  and  that 
therefore  they  are  also  respectively  exempted  firom  rate- 
ability  by  the  last  proviso  in  sect  88  of  stat  II  &  12 
Vict  c.  63.  The  respondents  contend  that  neither  the 
field  or  garden,  which  were  the  subject  of  the  rate 
against  which  notice  of  appeal  was  given,  were  a  kind 
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1858.        ^^  property  which,  within  the  meaning  of  sect  88  of 
Plymouth     "^^  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  had  been  exempted  firom 
jjJ^JJj^^^    rating  by  any  local  Act  before  the  passing  of  The  Public 
Health  Act,  1848. 

The  rate  is  made  for  a  purpose  for  which  the  property^ 
if  rateable  under  the  local  Act,  might  have  been  rated 
under  the  provisions  thereof. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  field 
and  garden  were  respectively  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the 
rate  against  which  notice  of  appeal  has  been  given,  the 
rate  is  to  be  confirmed.  But,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  either  the  field  or  garden  was  not  liable  to 
be  so  assessed,  then  the  said  rate  is  to  be  amended  by 
striking  out  the  assessment  on  the  appellant  in  accord- 
ance with  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 


Elizabeth  Shortland,  appellant,  against  The  Local 
Board  of  Health  for  the  borough  of  Plymouth, 
respondents. 

In  this  case,  the  statement,  after  the  introductory  part 
above  set  forth,  was  in  substance  as  follows. 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  rate  appealed 
against,  the  appellant  was  the  occupier  of  a  house,  and 
garden  attached  thereto,  within  the  borough  of  Plymouth, 
but  not  within  the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough. 
The  house  and  garden  are  not  within  100  feet  of  any 
property  rateable  under  the  local  Act  except  the  line  of 
7%e  South  Devon  Railway  Company^  which  paid  rates 
under  the  local  Act  since  its  completion^ 

There  is  no  station  or  building  of  the  railway  within 
100  feet  of  the  house  or  garden:   and  the  appellant 
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contends  that  the  line  of  railway  was  not  rateable  under        1858. 
the  local  Act.     The  respondents  contend  that  it  was.  Plymouth 

The  premises  in  question  are  situated  close  to  the  Dj^^^te. 
Eastern  boundary  of  the  borough.  And  the  communi- 
cation between  the  said  premises  and  populous  or  town 
part  of  the  borough  is  by  means  of  two  roads :  the  one 
turnpike^  and  always  repaired  by  the  trustees  of  the  same 
until  the  9th  instant  {January  1858),  when  handed  over 
to  The  Local  Board  of  Health ;  and  the  other  a  parish 
road ;  both  communicating  with  the  appellant's  property. 
The  footway  attached  to  the  turnpike  road  has  been 
always  repaired  by  The  Local  Board  of  Health  and 
their  predecessors  in  office;  and  the  parish  road  has 
been  repaired  by  the  way- wardens  until  1854,  and  since 
that  period  by  The  Local  Board  of  Health.  At  the 
present  time  both  roads  and  footways  are  repaired  by 
that  Board.  The  nearest  gas  lamp  is  at  present  700  yards 
from  these  premises ;  but  The  Local  Board  of  Health 
are  authorized  by  their  Act  to  place  gas  lamps  in  any 
nearer  position  on  the  turnpike  road  which  leads  to  the 
premises. 

The  entry  in  the  rate  is  as  follows. 


No. 

Occupier. 

Owner. 

Description  of  property  rated. 

1205 

Elizabeth 
Shortland* 

EUzaheth 
Shortkmd. 

House  and  Lawn. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  premises,  for  which 
she  is  now  rated,  were  not,  nor  any  part  of  them,  rate- 
able under  the  local  Act :  and  that  therefore,  and  inas- 
much as  the  same  premises  have  as  yet  derived  no  direct 
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1858.       boMfit  from  the  woAm  done  bj  diiectioo  of  Hie  Ijoal 
Bond  of  Hflfhj  mch  prennes  are  abo  exempt  from 


niediiliqr  oiider  the  proviso  in  aectioQ  88  of  rtat.  1 1  &  12 
Vki.e.63. 

Hie  Faponknti  oootend  that  neither  mder  Hie 
Public  Heahh  Act,  1848»  nor  under  soo.  5  <?.  4.  cl  xxiL, 
is  any  exemption  from  nting  confiened  upon  the  epp^ 
famt  in  respect  of  the  pmpeity  whidi  is  the  subject  ci 
the  nte  against  which  notice  of  appeal  has  been  given. 

The  iBte  is  made  for  a  porpose  for  whidi  the  property, 
if  lateable  onder  the  local  Act,  mi^it  have  been  rated 
under  the  provisions  thereoC 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  piemiBea  in 
respect  of  whidi  the  appellant  is  rated  were  liable  to  be 
ansfjiBfld  to  the  sud  rate,  the  said  rate  is  to  be  confinnedL 
But,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  pre- 
mises were  not  liable  to  be  so  assessed,  then  the  said 
rate  is  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  said  assessment 
on  the  appellant  in  respect  of  the  said  premises. 


Alexahdeb  Pohtet,  appellant,  agiunst  The  Local  Board 
of  Health  for  the  borough  of  Pltmooth,  respondents. 

This  case  commenced  with  an  introdoctoiy  part  eo^ 
responding  with  that  already  set  forth  down  to  and 
including  the  redtal  of  sect.  105  of  stat.  5  G.  4.  c  xrii. 
(See  pu  693.)     It  then  proceeded  as  follows. 

The  CommissioDerB,  acting  under  the  said  Act,  from 
time  to  time  levied  rates  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
were  authorized  so  to  do :  but,  until  1848,  the  Commis- 
sioners did  not  assess  to  the  rates  fields,  whether  pasture, 
arable  or  otherwise,  lying  within  the  limits  mentioned  in 
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the  Act ;  but  market  gardens  within  the  prescribed  dis-       1858. 
tance  were,  at  the  period  hereafter  mentioned,  rated.        Plthouth 

In  1848,  however,  all  6elds  adjoining  streets  within  Dj^JS^Slte, 
the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough  were  rated  by 
the  Commissioners :  and  market  gardens  within  the  dis- 
tance mentioned  in  sect.  105  of  the  local  Act  were  also 
rated.  Appeals  were  entered  against  the  rate  by  the 
occupiers  of  the  fields  and  market  gardens  so  assessed. 
And,  on  the  appeals  coming  on  to  be  heard  at  the  Devon 
Midsummer  Sessions,  1849,  the  Sessions  decided  that  the 
Commissioners  had  no  power  to  assess  the  fields  appealed 
against,  or  market  gardens,  which  were  not  adjoinii^  to 
any  house,  to  the  rate ;  and  the  rate  was  amended  ac- 
cordingly. And,  from  that  time  until  the  borough  of 
Plymouth  was  brought  under  the  operation  of  The 
Public  Health  Act,  1848,  fields  within  the  limits  men- 
tioned in  the  local  Act,  and  market  gardens  within  the 
same  limits  not  adjoining  or  belonging  to  houses  or 
buildings,  have  not  been  assessed. 

On  the  3d  November^  1853,  The  General  Board  of 
Health,  by  their  provisional  order,  which  was  duly  con- 
firmed by  Stat.  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  53.,  directed  that  The 
Public  Health  Act,  1848,  except  sect.  50,  should  apply  to 
the  area  comprised  within  the  boundaries  of  the  borough 
of  Plymouth.  And  various  sections  (including  sect  105) 
of  the  local  Act  were,  by  the  said  order,  repealed.  It 
is  by  the  said  order  provided  that  the  Mayor,  aldermen 
and  burgesses  of  the  borough  should  be,  by  the  council 
of  the  borough.  The  Local  Board  of  Health  under  The 
Public  Health  Act,  1848. 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  rate 
appealed  against,  the  appellant  was  th^  occupier  of  a 
pasture  field  situate  within  the  populous  part  of  the 
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1858. 


PUTHOimi 


town  and  bowiugL  of  P^ramtfft,  and  mdyaanng  to  wod 
apoo  m  satei  widiin  the  popakus  or  tonm  pnt  of  die 
boniog^  and  witfazn  thedktzkt  of  The  F^mmfk  Loal 
BoardofHedth.  And  he  was  rated,  by  the  wd  BoKd* 
as  Midi  oocopier,  m  respect  of  anch  fidd,  in  the  prapor- 
tkm  of  one  fixiith  of  the  net  annual  vahiey  imder  the 
pnmnons  of  sect  88  of  The  Poblk  Heahh  Ad,  1848. 
The  entry  in  the  piesent  rate  is  as  fiiDova. 


Oompicr. 

Owner. 

profMftj  med. 

profOlynAed. 

Paideg. 

Riekard 
itfojom. 

Field.  Gu^en. 

FmFMdLaiie. 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  rate  now  ap- 
pealed against,  the  appellant  was  also  the  occojNer  of  a 
market  garden  situate  in  the  populous  or  town  part  of 
the  borough,  and  adjoining  to  and  upon  a  street  within 
the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  boitMigh,  hot  not  ad- 
joining a  buildii^.  The  said  market  garden  is  within 
the  district  of  The  Plymouth  Local  Board  of  Health ; 
and  the  appellant  was  rated  by  the  said  Board,  as  such 
occupier,  in  respect  of  such  market  garden,  in  the  pro- 
portion of  one  fourth  of  the  net  annual  Talue,  under  the 
provisions  of  sect  88  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848. 

The  appellant  contends  that,  under  the  local  Act, 
the  field  and  market  garden  in  respect  of  which  he  is 
rated  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  liable  to  be 
rated ;  and  that  the  exemption  from  rating  is  preserved 
by  the  proviso  in  sect.  88  of  stat  11  &  12  Viet  c  63. 

The  respondents  contend  that  the  field  and  garden 
rated  in  this  case  were  not  such  kinds  of  property,  within 
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tbe  meaning  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  as  were        i85S. 
exempted  from  rating  under  stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  xxii.  s.  105.     Plymouth 

The  rate  is  made  for  a  purpose  for  which  the  property,   Di^^STSlte 
if  rateable  under  the  local  Act,  might  have  been  rated 
under  the  provisions  thereof. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  field  and 
garden  were  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  rate  against 
which  notice  of  appeal  was  given,  the  said  rate  is  to  be 
confirmed :  but,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
either  the  field  or  garden  is  not  liable  to  be  so  assessed, 
then  the  said  rate  is  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  the 
assessment  on  the  appellant  in  accordance  with  the 
judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  case  was  argued,  in  last  JSaster  Term  (a),  by 
Coleridge  for  the  respondents,  and  Karslake  for  the 
several  appellants.  The  question  in  all  the  cases  was. 
Whether  the  rating  clause  in  sect  105  of  stat  5  G.  4. 
c.  xxii.  contained  an  exemption  such  as  to  bring  the 
property  within  the  exemption  in  the  last  proviso  of 
sect  88  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848  (11  &  12  Vict 
c.  63.).     The  section  last  mentioned  is  as  follows. 

<' And  be  it  enacted,  that  the  said  Special  and  General 
District  Rates  shall  be  made  and  levied  upon  the  occu- 
pier (except  in  the  casies  hereinafter  provided)  of  all 
such  kinds  of  property  as  by  the  laws  in  force  for  the 
time  being  are  or  may  be  assessable  to  any  rate  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  and  shall  be  assessed  upon  the  full 
net  annual  value  of  such  property  ascertained  by  the 
rate  (if  any)  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  made  next  before 
the  making  of  the  respective  assessments  under  this  Act ; 
and  for  the  purpose  of  making  any  such  assessment  The 
Ix)cal  Board  of  Healthy  or  any  person  appointed  by 

(a)  AprUWO^. 
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1858.  tbem  so  to  do,  may  from  time  to  time,  at  all  reasonable 
Pltmoutb  ^nies,  inspect,  take  copies  of,  or  make  extracts  from  any 
iSite.  ^^  ^'^^  ^^  relief  of  the  poor  within  their  district,  or 
any  assessments  by  which  the  same  are  made.**  Penalty 
upon  parties  refusing  to  permit  the  inspection  or  the 
taking  of  copies,  &c«  Provision  for  valuation,  where 
there  is  no  poor  rate.  **  Provided  also,  that  the  occupier 
of  any  land  used  as.arable,  meadow,  or  pasture  ground 
only,  or  as  woodlands,  market  gardens,  or  nursery 
grounds,  and  the  occupier  of  any  land  covered  with 
water,  or  used  only  as  a  canal,  or  towing  path  for  the 
same,  or  as  a  railway,  constructed  under  the  powers  of 
any  Act  of  Parliament,  for  public  conveyance,  shall  be 
assessed  in  respect  of  the  same  in  the  proportion  of  one 
fourth  part  only  of  such  net  annual  value  thereof:  pro- 
vided also,  that  if  within  any  district  or  part  of  a  district 
any  kind  of  property  shall  before  the  passing  of  this  Act 
have  been  exempted  from  rating  by  any  local  Act,  in 
respect  of  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  for  which  General 
or  Special  District  Rates  may  be  made  under  this  Act, 
the  same  kind  of  property  shall,  in  respect  of  the  same 
purposes,  and  to  the  same  extent  within  the  parts  to 
which  the  exemption  applies,  but  not  further  or  other- 
wise, be  exempt  from  assessment  to  any  General  or 
Special  District  Rates  under  this  Act/' 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to:  TaU  v. 
Carlisle  Local  Board  of  Health  (a).  Guardians  of  Chelms* 
ford  Union  v.  Chelmsford  Local  Board  of  Health  (J), 
Rex  V.  The  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Com-- 
pany  (c),  Regina  v.  Nevill  (d),  East  London  Waterworks 
Company  v.  Trustees  for  Mile  End  Old  Town  {e).     The 

(a)  2E.^  B.  492.  (h)  2E,^B.  600,  note  (a), 

(c)  I  B.^C,  630.  (d)  8  g.  B.  462. 

(e)   17  Q.  B,  612. 
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points  urged  will  sufficiently  appear  from  the  judgments       1858. 
delivered  by  the  learned  Judges.  Plymouth" 

Cur.adv.mU.  i^^^^^ 

On  this  day,  there  being  a  difference  of  opinion  on 
the  Bench,  the  judgments  of  the  learned  Judges  were 
delivered  seriatim. 

Crompton  J.  read  the  judgment  of 

WlGHTBfAN  J. 

LuscofiiBB,  appellant,  against  The  Local  Board  of  Health    wightman'j. 
for  the  borough  of  Plymouth,  respondents. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  Whether  the  property,  in 
respect  of  which  the  appellant  is  rated,  is  exempt  from 
rateability  within  the  meaning  of  the  last  proviso  at  the 
end  of  the  88th  section  of  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  63.,  on 
the  ground  that,  by  the  105th  section  of  the  local  Act, 
5  G.  4.  c.  xxii.,  the  property  in  question  was  not  rateable 
to  th^  expences  of  carrying  that  Act  into  execution  for 
paving,  lighting,  cleansing,  &c.  the  town  of  Plymouth. 

The  property  in  respect  of  which  the  appellant  is 
rated  is  a  field  and  market  garden,  and  is  rated  in  the 
proportion  of  one  fourth  only  of  the  net  annual  value, 
under  the  second  proviso  to  the  88th  section  of  stat. 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.,  in  favour  of  land  used  as  arable, 
meadow  or  pasture  ground  only,  or  as  market  garden. 
But  it  is  contended,  by  the  appellant,  that  it  is  exempt 
from  rateability  altogether,  by  the  last  proviso  to  that  • 
section:  by  which  it  is  provided  that,  if  any  kind  should, 
before  the  passing  of  that  Act,  have  been  exempted  from 
rating  by  any  local  Act,  the  same  kind  of  property 
should,  to  the  same  extent,  within  the  parts  to  which 
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1858.       ^  exempdoD  appfied,  be  ezenqit  from 
•UL  11&  12  FSclceS. 

The  local  Act,  5  (r.  4.  c.  xxiL  «.  105^  does  not  in 
tennt  exempt  aoj  kind  of  property  from  ratrahiHiy:  faot 
it  particiikflj  deacribes  the  kind  of  ptupcitj  thu  flHry 
beratedyaod  defines  the  limils  within  whidi  it  mnslbe 
Mtosle  in  ord^  to  be  rateable. 

Amongst  the  different  kinds  of  piupcrtj  rateable  are 
mentioned  ^  aD  gardens,  tenementi^  and  hereditamenta 
adjcnning  to  or  upon  anj  of  the  streets^  lanei^  roadsy 
piMangfUj  or  other  paUic  places  whidi  are  alreadly  made 
or  boilty  or  which  shall  hereafter  be  made  or  biult,  inthin 
the  popoloos  or  town  part  of  the  said  borough  or  ntoate 
so  cootigoous  to  some  street  within  the  popnloos  or  town 
part  of  the  said  borongh  that  there  be  no  greater  £s- 
tanoe  than  one  hundred  feet  from  some  street  within  the 
popnloos  or  town  part  of  the  said  boroo^** 

The  property  in  question  did  not  adjoin  or  belong  to 
any  bouse  or  building;  nor  did  it  adjoin,  nor  was  it 
within  one  hundred  feet  o^  any  of  the  streets,  lanes, 
roads,  passages,  or  other  public  places,  within  the  popu- 
lous or  town  part  of  the  borough ;  nor  had  any  rate  ever 
been  paid  in  respect  of  it  under  the  local  Act  The 
respondents,  however,  contend  that  the  prorao  for  ex- 
emption in  the  88  th  section  of  stat.  11  &  12  Viet  c  63. 
applies  only  to  cases  where  a  certain  kind  of  property  is 
exempted  fix>m  rateability  by  some  local  Act,  and  not 
to  such  a  case  as  the  present,  where  the  kind  of  property 
is  not  exempted  fit>m  rateability  by  the  local  Act,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  is  expressly  included  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  property  rateable,  provided  it  be  situate  within 
certain  limits,  which  are,  however,  subject  to  frequent 
alterations.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  the  true  con- 
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struction  of  the  proviso,  and  that  it  does  not  extend  to        1858. 
property  exempted  by  some  local  statute  in  respect  of    pj,ymodth 
its  locality,  but  only  to  property  exempted  in  respect  of  Dig^^cfRlte 
its  kind.     This  was  expressly  decided  in  this  Court,  in 
the  case  of  Tait  v.  Carlisle  Local  Board  of  Health  (a>     ^^^'^  ^' 
In  the  present  case,  all  gardens,  tenements  and  here- 
ditaments are  rateable  by  the  local  Act,  if  in  certain 
situations.     And,  as  the  words  used  in  describing  the 
kind  of  property  rateable  are  so  large  as  to  indude  the 
field  and  garden  in  respect  of  which  the  appellant  is 
rated,  and  as  I  think,  in  accordance  with  the  case  of 
Tait  V.  Carlisle  I^ocal  Board  of  Health  (a),  that  the  ex- 
emption contemplated  by  the  proviso  in  stat  11  &  12 
Vict  c.  63.  is  to  be  determined  by  the  kind  of  property, 
and  not  by  its  locality^  my  judgment  is  for  the  respon- 
dents. 

Shortland,  appellant,  against  The  Local   Board  of 
Health  for  the  borough  of  Plymouth,  respondents. 

The  appellant  in  this  case  was  rated  in  respect  of  a 
house  and  lawn  within  the  borough  of  Plymouth,  but 
not  within  the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough, 
or  one  hundred  feet  of  any  street  in  such  part  of  the 
borough.  The  same  points  were  made  in  this  case  as 
in  the  case  in  which  Luscombe  was  appellant:  and  I 
am  of  the  same  opinion  as  in  that  case,  and  upon 
the  same  grounds.  My  judgment  therefore  is  for  the 
respondents. 

<a)  2E.^B.  4d2. 


E.    D.   &   E.  2  Z 
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Plymouth     Pontby,  appellant,  against  The  Local  Board  of  Health 
Diitr^rRate  ^^'  ^^^  borough  of  PLYMOUTH,  respondents. 


WightmoM  J. 


The  appellant  in  this  case  was  rated  in  respect  of  a 
field  and  market  garden  within  the  borough :  and  the 
property  was  so  situate  that,  if  it  was  of  a  hind  that 
would  have  been  rateable  under  the  local  Act,  it  was 
admitted  to  be  within  the  limits.  I  am,  as  in  the  case 
of  Ltiscombey  of  opinion  that  the  words  *^  all  gardens, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,"  are  so  large  as  necessa- 
rily to  include  the  property  in  question :  and  my  judg- 
ment, therefore,  in  this  case  also,  is  for  the  respondents. 


Cromfion  J.  Cbompton  J.  I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  of  my 
brother  Wightman  which  I  have  read  for  him. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  proviso  in  the  88th  section  of 
The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  applies  to  the  exemption 
of  a  sort  and  species  of  property,  such  as  houses,  build* 
ings,  arable  land,  meadow,  &c.,  and  not  to  land  distin- 
guished by  locality  or  proximity  to  other  buildings  or 
property.  The  word  ''kind,"  in  the  proviso,  seems  to 
me  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense  as  that  in  which  it  is 
used  in  the  preceding  part  of  the  same  section,  by  which 
all  kinds  of  property  rateable  to  the  poor  law  rate  are 
made  rateable  to  the  rate  in  question. 

It  seems  to  me  also  that  the  case  is  governed  by  the 
case  of  Tait  v.  Carlisk  Local  Board  of  Health  (a\  which 
I  think  expressly  in  point :  and  certainly,  as  far  as  I  was 
concerned  in  that  judgment,  my  opinion  proceeded  on 
grounds  directly  applicable  to  the  present  case. 


(a)  2  E.8f  B.  492. 
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I  think,  therefore,  that  the  rate  is  good,  and  should  1858. 

be  confirmed.    And  that  our  judgment  in  all  these  cases  Plymouth 

should  be  for  the  respondents.  Dbtoi^Ette. 


Erlb  J. 

LuscoMBE,  appellant,  against  The  Local  Board  of  Health 
for  the  borough  of  Pltmodth,  respondents. 

In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  the  field  and 
market  garden  of  the  appellant  are  exempted  firom  rates 
made  for  certain  specified  purposes  by  The  Local  Board. 
The  exemption  was  claimed  under  the  proviso  to  sect  88 
of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63., 
enacting  that,  ^^  if  within  any  district  or  part  of  a  district 
any  kind  of  property  shall,  before  the  passing  of  this 
Act  have  been  exempted  firom  rating  by  any  local  Act, 
in  respect  of  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  for  which  General 
or  Special  District  Bates  may  be  made  under  this  Act, 
the  same  kind  of  property  shall,  in  respect  of  the  same 
purposes,  and  to  the  same  extent  within  the  parts  to 
which  the  exemption  applies,  but  not  fiurther  or  other- 
wise, be  exempt  firom  assessment  to  any  General  or 
Special  Rates  under  this  Act." 

The  field  and  garden  were  exempted  from  rating  for 
the  same  purposes  as  are  above  specified,  under  the  local 
Act  of  5  G.  4.  c.  xxii.,  which  was  passed  for  the  purpose 
of  paving,  lighting  and  otherwise  improving  the  town 
and  borough  of  Plymouth^  and  gave  a  power  of  rating 
for  those  purposes,  and  made  all  the  tenements  forming 
the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough  rateable,  and 
so,  by  implication,  exempted  firom  rate  all  the  tenements 
forming  the  residue  of  the  same  borough.     The  benefits 

2  z  2 
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1858.  were  for  the  town  properly  :  the  burden  was  laid  on  the 
Plymouth  '^^"  property.  The  kind  of  property  that  was  to  be 
D'^*°^rL  rateable  was  town  property:  and  the  kind  to  be  exempt 
was  that  which  was  not  town :  the  exemption  was  not 
Erie  J.  ^jjjj  reference  to  its  local  situation  in  space,  but  with 
reference  to  its  proximity  to  dense  inhabitation:  the 
rateability  is  not  laid  upon  one  area,  and  exemption 
upon  another,  on  account  of  its  latitude  and  longitude ; 
but,  the  purpose  of  the  rate  being  given,  the  question  to 
be  considered  is  what  kind  of  property  will  be  benefited 
by  effecting  that  purpose.  The  limits  of  rateability  and 
exemption  are  not  fixed  in  locality  by  the  local  Act; 
but  they  are  to  shift  constantly  as  the  nature  of  the 
property  is  changed  by  the  growth  of  the  town.  The 
rate  is  to  be  laid  on  all  tenements,  with  their  appurte- 
nances, used  for  purposes  of  residence  or  trade,  if  they 
shall  adjoin  to  any  street  made  or  to  be  made  within 
the  populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough,  or  be  so  con- 
tiguous to  some  street  made  or  to  be  made  within  the 
populous  or  toton  part  as  that  there  be  not  more  than 
one  hundred  feet  fi*om  such  street  to  such  tenement, 
with  its  appurtenances,  and  so  on  from  tenement  to 
tenement 

Although  town  is  in  known  contrast  to  country,  yet 
the  difficulty  of  drawing  a  precise  line  where  the  town 
ends  has  been  often  felt.  The  town  would  be  conceded 
to  continue  so  long  as  there  are  streets  lying  between 
rows  of  continuous  houses.  The  doubt  begins  when 
the  continuity  of  the  houses  ceases:  and  the  statute 
here  has  said  that  the  rateability  shall  continue  as  long 
as  the  interval  between  the  street  and  the  nearest  build- 
ing, with  the  garden,  curtilage  or  yard  thereto  belonging, 
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does  not  exceed  one  hundred  feet.  At  the  outskirts  of  jg^g 
the  town  the  habitations  are  less  dense ;  and  the  test  of  p^^^^^^ 
rateability  is  proximity  within  a  hundred  feet  of  a  street  ^.^?"*^^* 
or  of  a  tenement  rateable  on  account  of  such  proximity. 

Although  the  exemption  is  ascertained  by  local  de-  ^^<J. 
scription,  still  the  description  is  of  the  kind  of  property, 
viz.  that  which  is  not  within  the  town.  ITie  property 
of  the  appellant  was  exempt,  according  to  this  principle, 
on  account  of  its  kind ;  and  therefore  it  ought  to  continue 
exempt  under  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848. 

In   Tait  v.   Carlisk  Local  Board  of  Health  (a)  the 
precinct  of  the  cathedral  was  conditionally  exempt  from 
all  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners  under  the  local 
Act,  and  therefore  from  being  rated  by  them,  provided 
the  dean  and  chapter  elected  to  execute  the  Act  within 
that  precinct     This  Court  decided  that,  even  if  the 
precinct  could  be  said  to  be  exempt  from  rate,  the  kind  of 
property  was  not  exempt,  but  a  personal  privilege  of  the 
dean  and  chapter  was  recognised,  so  as  to  give  to  that 
body  the  option  of  excluding  the  town  Commissioners, 
and  doing  the  duties  of  the  Commissioners  themselves. 
By  sect.  63,  if  the  dean  and  chapter,  having  elected  to 
act,  neglected  to  do  those  duties,  they  were  liable  to  be 
convicted  and  fined  before  the  quarter  sessions.  And,  by 
sect.  35,  the  property  within  the  precinct  was  declared 
liable  to  be  rated ;  and  so  it  could  not  be  said  to  be 
exempt. 

In  Gtiardians  of  Chelmsford  Union  v.  Chelmsford  Local 
Board  of  Health  (b)  it  appeared  that  the  parish  of 
Chelmsford  comprised  the  town  of  Chelmsford  and  the 

(a)  2  E.^  B.  492.  (6)  2E,^B.  500,  note  (a). 
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1858.        hamlet  of  Mouhham^  and  other  lands  in  the  parish.   The 

Plymouth    P^^^^  ^^  rating,  by  sect.  24,  extended  to  the  tenements 

General       Jq  xhe  town  of  Chelmsford  and  the  hamlet  of  Moulsham. 

District  Rate.  *^ 

Thus  the  burden  was  to  be  on  the  area  that  had  the 
^^  ^*  benefit  But  there  was  a  proviso  that,  within  that  area, 
the  kind  of  property  that  had  no  benefit  firom  the  town 
improvements  was  to  be  exempt  from  rate,  that  is,  tithes, 
and  the  lands,  hop  grounds  and  garden  grounds  other 
than  gardens  adjoining  to  and  let  with  rated  houses. 
And  there  was  a  further  proviso  that  no  lands  in  the 
parish  of  Chelmsford  situated  at  a  greater  distance  from 
the  parish  church  than  so  many  yards  should  be  rate- 
able. It  is  not  stated  that  this  boundary  was  contermi- 
nous with  the  town  and  hamlet :  but  we  considered  that 
this  part  of  the  proviso  gave,  in  efiect,  the  boundary  of 
the  area  of  jurisdiction.  The  power  of  rating  was  con- 
fined to  that  area ;  and  the  lands  beyond  that  area  were 
exempt  in  this  sense  only,  that  it  was  land  out  of  the 
district  of  jurisdiction.  Afterwards  the  whole  parish  of 
Chelmsford^  including  the  town  of  Chelmsford  and  the 
hamlet  of  Moulsham^  and  the  other  lands,  were  brought 
under  The  Local  Board  of  Health,  who  made  a  rate  on 
all  the  tenements  within  the  parish.  And  an  exemption 
was  claimed  for  a  tenement  out  of  the  town  and  hamlet 
above  mentioned,  but  within  the  parish,  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  been  exempt  from  the  Commissioners  for  the 
town  and  hamlet  But  the  Court  decided  against  the 
exemption:  it  was  not  a  kind  of  property  within  the 
district  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners 
exempt  from  rates  for  certain  purposes,  but  a  property 
without  the  district;  and,  being  without  the  district, 
every  kind  uf  property  was  exempt.    It  was  not  an  ex- 
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ceptional  exemption  within  an  area  where  there  might        1858. 
have  been  a  liability,  bat  an  absolute  exemption  by     Pltsiouth 
reason  of  local  situation  beyond  the  boundary  of  the   Di,tiicrRate. 
area  of  rateability. 

These  cases  are  no  authority  for  the  respondents. 
And^  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
neither  the  field  nor  the  garden  were  liable  to  be  as- 
sessed, and  that  the  rate  should  be  amended  accordingly 
by  striking  out  the  assessment  on  the  appellant 

Shortland,  appellant,   against  The  Local  Board  of 
Health  for  the  borough  of  Pltmouth,  respondents. 

In  this  case  the  house  and  garden  of  the  appellant  is 
within  one  hundred  feet  of  the  railway  which  is  rated. 

And  the  question  is,  Whether  the  railway  is  a  house 
or  building,  or  a  garden,  curtilage  or  yard  thereunto 
adjoining  or  belonging,  llie  respondents  contend  that 
it  is :  but  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  is  not.  The 
station,  with  its  appurtenances,  might  be  a  yard  adjoin- 
ing and  belonging  to  a  building :  but  the  line  of  railway 
itself  would  not  be  comprised  in  the  term  yard,  nor  in 
either  of  the  other  words :  and  the  case  finds  that  there 
is  no  rated  building  within  one  hundred  feet 

As  the  premises  are  admitted  to  have  been  exempt 
under  the  local  Act,  and  as  this  ground  of  liability  from 
proximity  to  rated  premises  within  the  local  Act  fails,  I 
give  my  opinion  for  the  appellant  My  opinion  as  to 
the  application  of  the  proviso  in  sect.  88  of  The  Public 
Health  Act,  1848,  is  given  at  length  in  the  case  of 
Luscombe.  My  opinion  therefore  is  that  the  rate  be 
amended  by  striking  out  the  name  of  the  appellant 
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Plymouth     Pontet,  appellant,  against  The  Local  Board  of  Health 
District  Rate.  ^or  the  boTough  of  Plymouth,  respondents. 


Erie  J. 


In  this  case  the  field  and  garden  adjoin  a  street ;  and 
were  rateable  under  the  local  Act. 
The  rate  is  therefore  confirmed. 


Lord  Campbell  Lonl  Campbell  C.  J.  I  agree  with  my  brothers 
Wightman  and  Crompton  that  our  judgment  ought  to  be 
for  the  respondents.  I  have  never  had  any  doubt,  since 
Tait  V.  Carlisle  Local  Board  of  Health  (a),  that  the  ex- 
emption in  The  Public  Ilealth  Act,  1848,  applies  to 
kind  and  not  to  locality.  My  only  doubt  was,  whether 
the  local  Act,  5  G.  4.  e.  xxii.  j.  105.,  might  not  be 
considered  to  refer  to  kind  rather  than  locality.  For, 
although  local  bounds  are  defined  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  what  is  rateable,  still,  for  the  reasons  which 
my  brother  Erie  has  referred  to,  the  kind  of  property  to 
be  rated  may  be  limited,  and  this  exemption  may  have 
been  intended  to  apply  to  the  kind  of  property.  But, 
upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  terms  of  stat.  5  G.  4. 
c.  xxii.  J.  105.  are  so  express  as  to  locality  that  we  must 
assign  exemption  to  locality  and  not  to  kind ;  and  that 
therefore  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  respondents. 

Rate  confirmed. 

(a)  1  E.^  B.  492. 
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The  Queen  against  The  Justices  of  the  West  Thursday, 

^  ^  June  lOtb. 

Riding  of  Yorkshire. 

TT   W.  WEST  had,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  Parties  ap- 

•  Nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  of  the  West  H'oldcrT"'* 

Riding  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  against  ^^^^^^  *J® 

an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  from  take  the  ftill 

•'  *       ^  number  of  days 

the  township  of  Halifax  to  the  parish  of  Bromsgrove.  K^"^^  ^y  'tat. 

From  the  affidavits  on  both  sides  it  appeared  that,  on  c.  31.  #.  9. 

the  21st  day  of  November^  1857,  the  officers  of  the  ap-  pirationof ' 

pellant  parish  received  the  order  and  grounds  of  removal,  there  is'Smo 

On  the  9th  December  they  applied  for  a  copy  of  the  {^.f  notfce*^ 

depositions,  and  they  received  one  on  the  12th  December.  ^*!  ^^^  *.^® 

tr  ^  J  next  sessions. 

On  the  23d  December  they  sent  to  the  overseers  of  the  |j  »hould  be 

•'^  ^  done;  if  there 

respondent  township  a  notice  that  they  intended,  "  at  w  not  time  for 

such  notice  of 

the  General  Sessions  of  the  Peace  to  be  holden  in  and  trial,  the 

for  the  said  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire^  next  after  the  practioible, 

expiration  of  fourteen  days  at  least  from  the  service  of  en^red^and 

this  notice,   to  commence   and   prosecute  an  appeal'*  n^t^sMstons*^ 

against  the  order  complaified  of.     This  notice  was  re-  f°**  '^  '*  ^^  . 

°  ^  late  to  enter  it 

ceived  on  the  24th  day  of  December.     It  appeared  by  at  a  sulwequent 

sessions. 

the  affidavits  that  the  officers  of  the  poor  of  the  appel- 
lant parish  believed  that,  by  the  practice  of  the  West 
Riding  Sessions,  fourteen  days'  notice  of  trial  was  re- 
quired; but  in  fact  ten  clear  days'  notice  only  was 
required.  The  sessions,  next  after  24th  December,  1857, 
were  held  on  5th  January,  1858.  At  these  sessions 
nothing  was  done.  The  next  sessions  were  held  on  5th 
Aprily  1858.     The  appeal  was  entered  and  brought  on 
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1858.  for  hearing  at  those  sessions.     The  Court  of  Quarter 

The  QuEEH  Sessions,   after  argument,   refused   to  hear  it,  on  the 

Justices  of  ground  that  the  appeal  was  too  late. 


West  Riding. 


J.  B.  Maukf  in  last  Easter  Term  (a),  shewed  cause. 
The  appellants  in  this  case  were  bound  to  go  to  the 
sessions  holden  on  the  5th  January,  The  notice  of 
appeal  was  actually  given  on  24th  December.  It  might 
have  been  accompanied  by  notice  of  trial,  which  would 
then  have  been  given  ten  clear  days  before  the  5th 
January.  Stat.  4  &  5  i^  4.  c.  76.  ss.  79.,  81.,does  not  affect 
the  practice  of  sessions  as  to  the  notice  of  trial;  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Suffolk  (b).  If  the  grounds  of  the  appeal  had 
been  delivered  with  that  notice,  though  less  than  four- 
teen days  before  the  sessions,  it  would  have  been  a 
compliance  with  stat.  4  &  5  Wi,  4.  c.  76.  s.  81.,  so  that 
the  appeal  might  have  been  tried  at  the  January  ses- 
sions ;  which  therefore  were  clearly  the  next  practicable 
sessions  for  all  purposes.  But,  even  if  there  was  not 
time  to  try  at  those  sessions,  the  appeal  should  have 
been  entered  and  respited  there.  The  practicability  of 
the  sessions  for  that  purpose  must  depend  upon  the 
time  when  the  order  of  removal  was  served;  the  appel- 
lants cannot,  by  lying  by  so  as  to  prevent  themselves 
from  giving  effectual  notice  of  trial  for  those  sessions, 
render  them  not  the  practicable  sessions;  Regina  v. 
Senenoahs  (c),  Regina  v.  Justices  of  Peterborough  (d). 
The  appellants  here,  in  their  notice  of  appeal,  claim 
to  pass  over  the  January  sessions :  but  if  they  had  no 
right  to  do  so  their  claim  is  inoperative. 

(a)  Mt^  8th.    Before  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Wightwuuh  ^rU  and  Cromp. 
tan  Js. 
(6)  4  A,^  E.  319.  (c)  7  Q.  B.  136. 

(d)  7  E.^  B.  643. 
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* 

Pigott  Serjt  and  H.  W.  Westy  in  support  of  the  rule.        1858. 
There  was  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  appellants.     By    The  Queen 
Stat.  II  &  12  Vict.  c.  31.  «.  9.  they  were  entitled  to  take      justices  of 
twenty  one  days  to  consider  whether  they  would  apply  ^"^  Ridwo. 
for  the  copy  of  the  depositions.     They  did  apply  within 
that  time,  and  received  them  on  1 2th  December,     They 
were  then,  by  the  statute,  entitled  to  take  fourteen  days 
to  determine  whether  they  would  appeal  or  not.     They 
in  fact  only  took  twelve  days ;  and  it  is  not  possible  for 
the  Court   to  say  that  a  shorter  period   would  have 
sufficed.     Then,  at  the   time  when  they  actually  did 
give  notice  of  appeal,  it  was  too  late  to  try  at  the  Janu^ 
ary  sessions.     It  has  always  been  considered  that  the 
grounds  of  removal  must  be  given  at  least  fourteen  days 
before  the  trial ;  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk  {a\ 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire  {b).    And,  unless  the 
sessions  were  practicable  for  all  purposes,  the  appellants 
might  pass  them  over;  Regina  v.  Justices  of  Surrey  (c). 
Rex  V.  Justices  of  Devon  {d). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

In  this  case  the  parish  oflScers  of  Bromsgrove  had 
brought  on  an  appeal  for  trial  at  the  Quarter  Sessions 
for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  on  the  5th 
of  April  last,  against  the  overseers  of  the  township  of 
Halifax;  when,  after  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides, 
they  refused  to  hear  the  appeal,  and  dismissed  it,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction,  because  the  appeal 

(a)  A  A,^E,  319.  (6)  4  Q.  B.  910. 

(c)  3  D,^  L.  343. 

{fl)  Note  (a)  to  Rex  v.  The  Justicea  of  JTenl,  S  B.  ^  C.  640. 


V. 
tic 

West  Bidi50. 
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1858.        bad  not  been  entered  and  respited  at  the  prerious  sessions 
The  QuKn    held  on  5tb  January  last.   The  appellants  obtained  a  rule 
JusJces  of     ^o  sbew  caose  wby  a  mandamus  sboukl  not  issue,  com- 
manding tbe  Sessions  to  bear  tbe  appeal ;  and  the  question 
for  tbe  Court  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  justices  ought  to  have  heard  the  appeaL 

The  appeal  was  against  an  order  for  the  remoTal  of 
a  pauper ;  and  the  dates  of  tbe  several  proceedii^  are 
as  follows.  On  the  21st  of  November^  1857,  an  order  of 
removal,  dated  the  20th  of  Nacember^  was  received  by 
the  parish  officers  of  Bromugrooey  accompanied  bj  a 
statement  of  tbe  grounds  of  removal.  On  tlie  9th  of 
December^  the  parish  officers  of  Brcmsgroce  applied  for  a 
copy  of  tbe  depositions  on  which  tbe  order  was  granted, 
and  received  a  copy  on  the  1 2  th  of  December,  On  the 
23d  of  December  the  parish  officers  of  Bromtgrooe  sent 
a  notice  of  appeal  to  the  overseers  o(  Halifax^  which  was 
received  by  tbe  latter  on  the  24th  of  December.  In  this 
notice  the  officers  of  Bromsgroce  informed  tbe  officers  of 
HaUfax  that  they  intended,  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  to 
be  holden  next  after  the  expiration  of  fourteen  days  at  least 
from  the  service  of  that  notice^  to  commence  and  prosecute 
an  appeal  against  the  order  of  removal. 

The  next  sessions  were  held  on  the  5th  of  January j 
twehe  days  only  from  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal ; 
and  the  appellants  passed  those  sessions  wholly  by,  and 
neither  gave  notice  of  trial  for  those  sessions,  nor  entered 
and  respited  their  appeal ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
they  were  bound  to  do  either. 

By  Stat  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  31.  s,  9.,  no  appeal  is  to  be 
allowed  against  an  order  of  removal,  if  notice  of  appeal 
is  not  given  within  twenty  one  days  after  receipt  of  the 
statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal,  unless  within  those 
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twenty  one  days  a  copy  of  the  depositions  shall  have        1858. 
been  applied  for  and  received ;  and  then  fourteen  days    xhe  Queen 
from  the  time  of  the  sendins  the  copy  is  to  be  allowed      .    7'     , 

"  fj  Justices  of 

for  giving  notice.     The  time  of  receipt  in  due  course  WestRidimo. 
of  post  is  to  be  considered  as  the  time  of  sending,  by 
reasonable  construction  (a). 

In   the   present   case,  therefore,  the  appellants  had 
twenty  one  days  from  the  21st  of  November^  plus  fourteen 
days  from  the  I2lh  of  December  (when  they  received  a 
copy  of  the  depositions),  to  give  their  notice  of  appeal ; 
and  they  gave  their  notice,  which  was  received  within 
the  time,  namely,  on  the  24th  of  December^  on  which 
day  there  were  twelve  days  inclusive,  and  ten  clear  days 
exclusive,  of  the  day  of  holding  the  then  next  quarter 
sessions,  which  were  held  on  the  5th  of  January.     The 
appellants  undoubtedly  might  take  all  the  time  they  did, 
without  losing  their  right  to  appeal ;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  they  might,  if  they  had  pleased^  have  applied  for 
and  obtained  a  copy  of  the  depositions  earlier:  or,  having 
received  a  copy  of  the  depositions,  might  have  given 
notice  of  appeal  in  time  to  try  at  the  sessions  held  on 
the  5th  o(  January  last.     Those  sessions,  therefore,  were 
the  next  practicable  sessions  at  which  the  appellants 
might,  if  they  had  been  so  minded,  have  entered  and 
tried  their  appeal,   according  to   the   cases  of  Regina 
V.  Justices  of  Peterborough  (4)  and   Regina  v.  tSeven^ 
oaks  (c),   in  which   it   was   decided   that   an   appellant 
cannot  by  his  negligent  or  dilatory  conduct  make  the 
sessions   impracticable  which   in  fact  were  practicable 
sessions,  and  then  pass  them  wholly  over  as  not  being 

(a)  See  Regina  y.  Slawattme,  18  Q.  ^.388;    Regina  v.   Recorder  of 
Riihmond,  ante,  p.  253. 

(b)  IE.  S^  D.  643.  (c)  7  Q,  B.  136. 
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1858.        practicable.     He  ought  at  least  to  enter  and  mpite  his 

TbeQuzEji     app^ ;  or  it  may  be  reasonably  considered  that  he  has 

Jnrtkci  of     P^®°  ''P  ^^^  intention  of  really  prosecuting  the  appeal, 

Wbt&iduig.  and  only  means  to  procrastinate  as  much  as  possible. 

The  case  of  Regrima  v.  Juitieei  of  Surrey  {a)  is  by  no 
means  inconsistent  with  the  cases  of  Regima  ▼.  &o€ii- 
oaks  ip)  and  Begina  v.  Peterboraygh  {c\  and  indeed  was 
recognised  by  the  Court  in  the  latter  case ;  for  in  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Justice$  of  Surrey  (a)  there  was  not 
time  for  the  appellant  to  take  the  necessaiy  steps  to  try 
the  appeal  at  the  next  sessions,  however  well  diqiosed 
and  diligent  he  might  have  been ;  and  it  was  therefi^re 
considered,  and  we  think  properly,  that  the  very  next 
sesrions  were  not  in  that  case  the  next  practicable  ses- 
sions for  the  purpose  of  the  appeal. 

In  the  present  case,  the  appellants  have,  by  the  terms 
of  their  notice,  expressly  passed  over  the  sessions  held 
on  the  5th  of  January ^  as  they  state  that  they  intend  to 
commence  and  prosecute  an  appeal  at  the  sessions  to  be 
holden  fourteen  days  at  least  from  the  service  cS  that 
notice,  a  period  which  excludes  the  sessions  held  on  the 
5th  of  January.  No  valid  reason  has  been  assigned  on 
the  part  of  the  appellants  for  the  postponement  of  the 
commencement  and  prosecution  of  the  appeal  to  the 
sessions  held  next  after  the  expiration  of  fourteen  days 
from  the  service  of  the  notice,  nor  why  the  appellants 
chum  to  be  entitled  to  fourteen  days  beyond  the  twenty 
one  days  and  the  fourteen  days  mentioned  in  stat. 
11  &  12  VicLc.  Z1.S.9. 

As  a  rule,  we  think  that  the  parties  appealing  are 
entitled  to  take  the  twenty  one  days  and  the  fourteen 

(a)  3  D.§r  L.  343.  (fr)  1  Q.  B.  136. 

(c)  7  E.^  B.  643. 
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days  mentioned  in  stat.  11  &  12  VicL  c.  31.  s,  9.}  and        1868. 
that,  if,  at  the  expiration  of  the  last  of  those  days,  there     Tho  Quvkn 
is  time  to  give  effective  notice  of  trial  of  the  appeal  at      jy^]^  ^f 
the  then  next  sessions,  such  notice  ought  to  be  given;  WestBidiho. 
but  that,  if  there  is  not  time  to  give  such  notice  of 
trial,  the  appeal  ought  to  be  entered  and  respited  at 
the  then  next  sessions  following  the  expiration  of  the 
fourteen  days:   such  an  entry  and  respite  will  be  the 
only  step  the  appellant  can  then  take  to  shew  his  inten- 
tion to  prosecute  his  appeal,  as  he  will  do  so  at  the  peril 
of  being  obliged  to  pay  costs  in  case  he  omits  further  to 
prosecute  it:  and  this  is  in  accordance  with  the  modem 
practice. 

In  the  present  case,  we  think  that  the  determination 
of  the  Sessions  was  right,  and  that  the  rule  for  a  man- 
damus should  be  discharged. 

Rule  dischai^d. 


e 


Waitb  against  The  North  Eastern  Railway     rhnrsdav, 

r\  June  lOth. 

Company. 


A  CTION  by  Alexafider  Waite  the  younger,  an  infant,  p  j,^  ^j^^^ 

by  Alexander  Waite,  his  next  friend.  founjlo  iSTc 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  defend-  ^  of  itself, 

and  took  two 

ants   were   possessed  of  a  certain   railway  locomotive  tickeu»ta 

railway  station 

engine  and   tender  and  a  train  of  carriages  attached  for  the  parpose 
thereto,  and  were,  by  their  servants  in  that  behalf  pro-  beinf  conveyed 

,,.  i  .   .  .  .  1        •  ^L  on  tue  railway. 

pelung,  dnvmg,  managmg  and  conductmg  the  same  while  p.  and 

the  child  were 
on  the  railway, 

after  P.  had  taken  the  tickets,  the  child  was  injored  by  an  accident  which  was  caused  by 

the  joint  negligence  of  P.  and  the  Company's  servants. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchcooer  Chamber,  affirming  the  judffmeot  of  the  Court  of 

QueenN  Bench,  that  the  child  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  we  Company. 
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1858. 


Waitk 

North 
Eastern 

Railway 
Company. 


upon  and  along  a  certain  railway:  that  plaintiff  was 
lawfully  upon  and  crossing  the  said  railway:  and  that 
defendants,  by  their  said  servants,  so  carelessly,  negli- 
gently, and  improperly  propelled,  drove,  managed  and 
conducted  the  said  engine,  tender  and  train  of  carriages, 
that  the  same,  by  and  through  the  carelessness,  negli- 
gence, and  improper  conduct  of  defendants,  by  their 
servants  in  that  behalf,  ran,  came  and  were  driven  upon 
and  against  plaintiff,  and  cast  and  threw  him  down  and 
severely  wounded  and  injured  him. 

The  second  count  alleged  that  defendants  were  pos- 
sessed and  had  the  controul  and  custody  of  a  certain 
railway  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  by  railway 
trains  for  hire,  from  a  place  called  Velvet  Hall  to  Berwick 
upon  Tweedy  and  also  of  a  certain  railway  station  upon 
the  said  railway,  at  the  first  mentioned  place,  which  said 
railw*ay  station  was  in  the  care  and  custody  of  the 
defendants  by  their  servants,  and  was  the  station  pro- 
vided by  the  defendants  for  all  persons  travelling  by  the 
said  railway  from  Velvet  Hall  aforesaid  to  Berwick  upon 
Tweed  aforesaid  to  procure  their  tickets :  that  defendants 
required  all  persons  desirous  of  so  travelling  as  aforesaid 
to  pass  through  and  procure  tickets  at  the  said  station : 
that  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  defendants,  became  and 
was  a  passenger  to  be  conveyed  by  defendants  by  railway 
train  from  Vehet  Hall  aforesaid  to  Berwick  upon  Tweed 
aforesaid,  by  a  certain  railway  train  of  defendants,  then 
about  to  start  from  Velvet  Hall  aforesaid  to  Berwick 
upon  Tweed  aforesaid,  for  reward  in  that  behalf  then 
paid  by  plaintiff  to  defendants:  that  plaintiff  became 
and  was  such  passenger,  by  purchasing  from  defendants, 
who  then  delivered  to  plaintiff,  a  certain  railway  ticket, 
entitling  him  to  be  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  at  a  certain 


XXI.   VICTORIA. 


721 


part  of  the  said  railway  station  provided  by  defendants 
for  tbe  issuing  of  tickets  to  persons  about  to  travel 
between  the  places  aforesaid,  and  at  which  defendants 
required  and  compelled  all  persons  so  about  to  travel  as 
aforesaid  to  take  tickets  for  the  said  journey:  that  it 
was  necessary  for  plaintifiP,  and  all  persons  so  purchasing 
tickets  as  aforesaid,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  enter 
the  said  railway  train  then  about  to  proceed  from  Velvet 
Hall  aforesaid  to  Bertoick  upon  Tweed  aforesaid,  to  pass 
across  the  said  railway  at  a  certain  place  where  it  passes 
through  the  said  station :  that,  just  about  the  time  when 
plainti£P  so  purchased,  and  defendants  so  delivered  to 
him,  the  said  ticket  as  aforesaid,  a  certain  other  railway 
train,  of  and  under  the  controul  of  defendants,  was  then, 
as  defendants  knew,  about  to  pass  through  the  said 
station  upon  and  over  a  certain  line  of  rails  of  the  said 
railway  over  which  plaintiff  and  all  other  persons  so 
passing  across  the  said  railway  as  aforesaid  were  obliged 
and  compelled  to  go  on  foot  in  passing  across  the  said 
railway  as  aforesaid.  That  plaintiff,  after  he  had  pur- 
chased, and  after  defendants  had  so  delivered  to  him, 
the  said  ticket  as  aforesaid,  and  after  he  had  become 
such  passenger  as  aforesaid,  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  grievances  hereinafter  mentioned, 
properly  and  lawfully  in  and  upon  the  said  railway,  at 

• 

the  place  where  it  passes  through  the  said  station,  going 
across  the  said  line  of  rails  aforesaid,  on  foot,  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  enter  the  said  first  mentioned  train : 
and  that,  by  and  through  reason  of  the  negligence  of 
defendants  in  not  giving  any  notice  or  warning  to  plain- 
tiff that  the  said  railway  train  secondly  above  mentbned 
was  then  about  to  pass  through  the  said  statiop  upon 
and  over  the  said  line  of  rails  aforesaid,  plaintiff,  while 
£•  B.  &  E.  3  a 


1858. 


Waitb 

North 
Eastk&h 

Railway 
Compaoj. 
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l^5H.  P»<"Dg  acroM  the  aid  ndlvsj  and  going  oo  faot  otrr 
Waitz  ^  s>i<l  line  of  raiky  was  knocked  down  bj  the  nid 
sjtra       railwaj  train,  which  did  {nhb  throng^  the  aaid  itatiaa 

^u2l»r  ^^V^'^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  <^  li<^  of  ™^  JQ^  ^  plaintiff  was 
•o  going  on  foot  orer  the  tame,  and  was  thereby  wounded 
and  injured. 

Pleaa.     K  Notgniltj. 

2.  That  pbiotiff  was  not  UwfaUT  upon  or  croaring 
the  said  railwaj ;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  plaintiff 
and  a  pcreoo,  to  wit  Mrs.  Arabella  Parky  in  whose  caie 
and  under  whose  direction  and  controol  pbuntiff  then 
was,  were  wrongfully,  improperlj  and  incaotionslj  opoo 
and  crossing  the  Hud  railway,  with  the  means  of  seeing 
and  knowing,  at  that  time,  that  the  said  engine,  tender 
and  train  of  carriages  in  that  behalf  mentioned  were 
then  passing  and  proceeding  in  and  upon  the  said  rail- 
way, and  near  to  and  approaching  the  place  at  which 
plaintiff  was  upon  and  crossing  the  said  railway :  which 
occasioned  the  said  damage  and  injury  as  much  as  the 
negligence  of  defendants. 

3.  A  plea  similar  to  2,  with  the  additional  all^ation 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  plaintiff  to  be  in  (ht  upon 
the  said  railway,  or  to  cross  oyer  the  said  line  of  rails  at 
that  time,  in  order  to  enter  the  sidd  railway  train  then 
about  to  proceed  from  Velnet  HaU  aforesaid  to  Beruriek 
npon  TWetf  aforesaid. 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the  last  Spring 
Assizes  for  Northumberland^  it  appeared  that  defendants 
had  the  management  of  a  railway  from  Tweednundh  to 
Kelso;  and  that,  on  1st  January^  1857,  plaintiff,  an  in- 
fant of  the  age  of  fiyc  years  or  thereabouts,  accompanied 
Mrs.  Park^  his  grandmother,  to  the  Vehet  Hall  Station, 
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one  of  the  stations  on  the  Ttoeedmouth  and  Kelso  railway, 
for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  together  to  Berwick  upon 
Tweed  by  the  10.5 1  a.  m.  train.     The  plaintiff  and  Mrs. 
Park  arrived  at  the  Velvet  Hall  Station  at  10.30.     Mrs. 
Park  bought  of  the  station  master  a  ticket  for  herself 
and   a   half  ticket    for   plaintiff,   which   entitled   them 
to  be  carried  to  the  Tweedmouth  Station  near  Berwick 
by  the  10.51  train.     The  platform  for  the  departure  of 
passengers  going  from  Velvet  Hall  Station  to  Ttoeedmouth 
was  on  the  side  of  the  railway  opposite  to  the  ticket 
office  :  and  it  was  necessary  for  such  passengers  to  cross 
the  railway  on  a  level  to  get  to  that  platform.     The 
station  master,  in  giving  out  the  tickets,  informed  Mrs. 
Park  that  the  train  by  which  she  and  plaintiff  were  to 
go  to  Tweedmouth  would  not  be  there  for  a  quarter  of 
an  hour :  the  station  master  saw  Mrs.  Park  and  plaintiff 
go,  after  having  got  their  tickets,  and  sit  down  by  the 
(ire.     The  station  master,  who  was  the  only  person  in 
charge  of  the  station,  after  giving  out  the  said  tickets, 
immediately  left  the  ticket  office  and  went  to  the  end 
of  the  station  yard  to  superintend  the  unloading  of  some 
goods,  and  returned  in  seven  or  eight  minutes,  which 
was  not  until  after  the  injuries  which  are  the  cause 
of  the  present  action  had  been  sustained.     While  so 
engaged,  the  station  master  was  unable,  owing  to  the 
position  in  which  he  was,  to  see  the  ticket  office  or  the 
platform.     Neither  could  he  see  along  the  line  towards 
T\oeedmautk:   but  could   see   along    the   line   towards 
Kelso.     Any  train,  as   it  approached  the  Velvet  Hall 
Station  fi'om  Kelso,  could  be  seen  by  any  one  on  the 
platform  for  a  considerable  distance :  the  station  master 
generally  went  into  the  room  and  told  the  passengers  to 
cross  when  the  train  was  in  sight ;  and  had  done  so  to 
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Mrs.  Park  when  she  was  there,  she  haying  been  fre- 
quently in  the  habit  of  going  by  that  train  to  Tweed" 
mouth.  The  station  master  did  not  warn  plaintiff  or 
Mr&  Park  against  crossing  the  line,  or  inform  them  that 
another  train  was  expected  to  pass  the  station  before  the 
arrival  of  their  train.  Nor  were  any  means  adopted,  by 
locking  the  door  of  the  ticket  office,  or  otherwise,  to 
prevent  the  plaintiff  or  Mrs.  Park  crossing  the  line  at 
any  time ;  nor  was  there  any  clock  at  the  station.  Before 
the  passenger  train  for  which  the  plaintiff  and  Mrs.  Park 
had  taken  tickets  arrived  at  the  station,  a  goods  train, 
coming  from  Ketso^  with  a  tender  before  the  engine, 
passed  the  Velvet  Hall  Station,  going  towards  Tweed-- 
mouth  ;  Mrs.  Park  and  the  plaintiff  were  struck  by  it  as 
they  were  crossing  the  line  to  go  to  the  platform  already 
mentioned.  Mrs.  Park  was  killed:  and  plaintiff  was 
severely  injured ;  and  for  that  injury  the  present  action 
was  brought.  The  goods  train  was  not  a  train  which 
stopped  at  the  station,  and  passed  the  station  at  its  usual 
pace  of  about  twenty  miles  an  hour.  No  one  saw  Mrs. 
Park  or  plaintiff  in  the  act  of  crossing  the  railway;  and 
neither  the  station  master  nor  any  one  on  the  goods 
train  knew  that  the  injuries  had  been  sustained  until 
after  the  goods  train  had  passed  the  station. 

The  jury,  in  answer  to  questions  put  to  them  by  the 
learned  Judge,  found  that  defendants  were  guilty  of 
negligence,  and  that  Mrs.  Park  was  also  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence which  contributed  to  the  accident;  and  they 
assessed  the  damages  at  201.  There  was  no  negligence, 
nor  was  any  suggested,  on  the  part  of  the  infant  plaintiff. 
The  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  20^,  with  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  them  or  for  a  nonsuit. 
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Pickering^  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and 
a  verdict  entered  for  defendants  upon  all  the  issues,  on 
the  ground  that  the  negligence  of  Mrs.  Parky  as  found 
by  the  jury,  entitled  the  defendants  to  a  verdict;  or  why 
a  new  trial  should  not  be  had,  on  the  ground  that  the 
direction  respecting  the  negligence  of  Mrs.  Park  was 
not  correct 

In  this  Term  (a), 

Overend,  Manisty  and  (7.  Warner  Leuns  shewed  cause. 
The  infant  is  entitled  to  recover.  The  jury  have  found 
that  there  was  negligence,  both  in  the  defendants  and 
in  Mrs.  Parky  the  person  in  charge  of  the  infant :  and 
the  question  of  law  which  arises  is,  Whether,  in  an  action 
by  an  infant  for  injury  caused  to  him  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendants,  the  defendants  can  set  up,  by  way  of 
defence,  the  negligence  of  a  person  in  charge  of  the  in- 
fant, contributing  to  the  accident  The  defendants  here 
and  Mrs.  Park  are  both  tort-feasors ;  and  an  action  would 
lie  against  either  by  the  iniant:  neither,  therefore,  could 
set  up,  as  a  defence,  that  the  negligence  of  the  other 
contributed.  It  has,  no  doubt,  been  held  that  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  plaintiff's  agent  is  a  defence ; 
Thoragood  v.  Bryan  (6),  Cattlin  v.  Hills  (c).  But,  first, 
the  decision  in  Thoragood  v.  Bryan  (&)  has  not  been 
considered  thoroughly  satisfactory ;  and  the  case  is  men- 
tioned, in  the  note  of  the  last  editors  of  SmitKs  Leading 
Cases  {d)  to  Ashby  v.  White  («),  as  not  altogether  con- 
sistent with  the  decision  in  Rigby  v.  Hewitt  (g).     And, 

(a)  June  9th.     Before  Lord  CampMl  C.  J.,  Erie  and  Crompton  Js. 
{h)  8  Cam,  B.  116.  (e)  8  Com,  B.  123. 

(J)  1  Smith's  JL  Ca,  220  (4th  ed.)*  («)  2  Ld,  Rt^m,9'3S. 

ig)  6  Exeh.  240. 
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secondly,  there  is  do  agency  here,  because  the  plaintiff  was 
too  yoong  to  appoint  an  agent,  or  to  make  any  choice  of 
the  person  to  take  charge  of  him.  Lynch  v.  Nurdin  (a) 
is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff.  There  the  plaintiff,  a 
young  child,  brought  an  action  for  injury  caused  to  him 
by  the  horse  and  cart  of  the  defendant,  who  had  neg- 
lected to  take  charge  of  them ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
action  lay,  although  the  plaintiff's  own  negligence  had 
contributed  in  great  part  to  the  accident  Further,  the 
second  count  charges  a  tort  arising  out  of  a  contract; 
and  it  is  questionable  whether  the  doctrine  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  applies ;  Martin  v.  The  Great  Northern 
Railway  Company  (ft).  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  That,  no 
doubt,  may  make  some  difference ;  but  surely  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  ordinary  care,  might  have  avoided 
the  accident  would  be  a  defence  in  either  case.]  In 
Martin  v.  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  (i)  the 
Court  appears  to  have  entertained,  at  the  least,  consi- 
derable doubt  upon  the  point.  Further,  there  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Park.  (The 
argument  upon  this  point  is  omitted.) 


Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court ;  Pickering  and  Mellish^  who  were  to  support 
the  rule,  not  having  been  called  on. 

In  this  case  we  think  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  for 
a  nonsuit.  The  jury  must  be  taken  to  have  found  that 
Mrs.  Parky  the  grandmother  of  the  infant  plaintiff,  in 
whose  care  he  was  when  the  accident  happened,  was 
guilty  of  negligence  without  which  the  accident  would 


(a)   1  Q.  B,  29. 


(6)  16  Com,  B,  179. 
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not  have  happened;  and  that,  notwithstanding  the 
negUgence  of  the  defendants,  if  she  had  acted  upon  this 
occasion  with  ordinary  caution  and  prudence,  neither 
she  herself  nor  the  infant  would  have  suffered.  Under 
such  circumstances,  had  she  survived,  she  could  not 
have  maintained  any  action  against  the  Company;  and 
we  think  that  the  infant  is  so  identified  with  her  that 
the  action  in  his  name  cannot  be  maintained.  The 
relation  of  master  and  servant  certainly  did  not  subsist 
between  the  grandchild  and  the  grandmother ;  and  she 
cannot,  in  any  sense,  be  considered  his  agent :  but  we 
think  that  the  defendants,  in  furnishing  the  ticket  to  the 
one  and  the  half  ticket  for  the  other,  did  not  incur  a 
greater  liability  towanis  the  grandchild  than  towards  the 
grandmother,  and  that  she,  the  contracting  party,  must 
be  implied  to  have  promised  that  ordinary  care  should 
be  taken  of  the  grandchild. 

We  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  offer  any  opinion 
as  to  the  recent  cases  in  which  passengers  by  coaches  or 
by  ships  have  brought  actions  for  damage  suffered  from 
the  negligent  management  of  other  coaches  and  ships, 
there  having  been  negligence  in  the  management  of  the 
coaches  and  ships  by  which  they  were  travelling,  as,  at 
all  events,  a  complete  identification  seems  to  us  to  be  con- 
stituted between  the  plaintiff  and  the  party  whose  negli- 
gence contributed  to  the  damage  which  is  the  alleged 
cause  of  action,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  plaintiff 
had  been  a  baby  only  a  few  days  old,  to  be  carried  in  a 
nurse  8  arms. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Ftbnuny  4ih, 
1869.] 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

Waite,  appellant,  against  The  North  Eastern 
Railway  Company,  respondents. 


For  marginal     nHfJE  plaintiff  having  appealed  against  the  above  deci- 
719.  sion,  the  case  was  now  argued. 


Manisty,  for  the  appellant  (plaintiff  below).  As  the 
plaintiff  here  was  an  innocent  party,  who  had  not  selected 
the  person  under  whose  care  be  was,  he  could  not  be 
said  to  contribute  to  the  damage.  [^IVilks  J.  If  the 
proper  natural  guardian  of  the  plaintiff  consigned  it  to 
the  care  of  the  grandmother,  the  grandmother's  was  the 
legal  care.]  It  is  no  more  than  if  the  plaintiff  had  been 
an  infant  in  the  arms  of  a  person  who  had  been  careless. 
[Willes  J.  referred  to  Hargrav^s  note  (13)  [67.]  on  Co. 
Lit  88.  b.]  When  a  man,  by  an  act  of  his  own  will, 
selects  an  agent,  it  may  be  that  the  negligence  of  the 
agent  disqualifies  the  principal  from  recovering ;  that  is 
the  ground,  if  any,  on  which  the  cases  are  to  be  sup- 
ported which  decide  that,  where  a  party,  being  in  an 
omnibus  or  a  steam  vessel,  is  damaged  by  the  negligent 
management  of  another  omnibus  or  steam  vessel,  he 
cannot  recover  if  there  has  been  negligence  on  the  part 
of  those  having  the  care  of  the  omnibus  or  steam  vessel 
in  which  he  himself  is  carried ;  Thoragood  v.  Bryan  (a), 
Caitliv  V.  Hills  {h\     [  Williams  J.     Even  that  principle 


(a)  8  Com,  B.  115. 


(fr)  8  Com.  B,  123. 
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bas  been  seriously  questioned  by  the  learned  editors 
of  Smithes  Leading  Cases  in  the  note  (a)  to  Ashby  v. 
White  (Vy]     They  put  the  case  of  a  mischievous  colli- 
sion caused  by  two  drunken  coachmen :  it  is  not  easy  to 
see  why  the  passengers  in  each   carriage  should  not 
recover  against  each  coachman.     \Martin  B.     Do  you 
say  that  the  child  here  might,  if  the  grandmother  had 
survived,  have  sued  her?]     Why  should  he  not,  as  well 
as  a  patient  may  sue  a  surgeon  for  negligence  after  taking 
charge  of  the  case?    [fFUks  J.     Did  you  ever  hear  of 
an  action  against  a  surgeon  for  not  taking  charge  of  a 
case  ?]     Here  the  charge  was  in  fact  undertaken.     But 
the  plaintiff,  being  naturally  incapable  of  exercising  a 
will,  did  not  stand  to  the  grandmother  in  the  relation  of 
principal  to  agent  or  master  to  servant:  and  he  is  not  to 
be  without  compensation  for  injury  suffered  from  the 
negligence  of  the  defendants.     If  the  father  had  sent 
the  child  without  either  ticket  or  attendant,  still  the 
defendants,  if  they  had  injured  the  child  by  their  negli- 
gence, would  be  bound  to  compensate  him.     [Bramwell 
B.     I  have  always  thought  that  the  cases  of  the  class  to 
which  you  have  been  alluding  were  rightly  decided,  but 
on  wrong  reasoning.     Here  the  declaration  insists  upon 
the  negligence  of  the  defendants :  what  does  Not  guilty 
put  in  issue  ?]     The  defendants*  negligence  as  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants.     It  never  was  held  that 
a  party  injured  might  not  sue  both  of  two  distinct  tort 
feasors.     In  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  (c*)  Williams  J.,  whose 
ruling  at  Nisi  Prills  was  supported,  said  that  he  had 
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acted  on  the  dictom  in  Bridge  t.  The  Gramd  Jtmeiiam, 
BaUwajf  Company  (a).  Bat  that  dictam  was  snppoaed 
to  be  founded  on  BuUerfield  ▼•  FwnretUr  {p\  which  last 
mentioned  case  shews  only  that  a  party  cannot  recover 
for  damage  to  which  he  himself  contributes :  the  qnestioti 
of  constructive  contribution^  which  must  be  here  inasted 
upon,  did  not  arise.  In  Bi^  r.  Hewitt  (c)  and  Greemr 
land  ▼•  Chaplin  (d)  the  jury  found  that  there  was  not 
negligence,  on  the  part  of  those  supposed  to  be  employed 
by  the  pkuntifis,  sufficient  to  exonerate  the  defendants : 
those  cases,  therefore,  do  not  constitute  an  authority  for 
die  point  now  in  question,  beyond  the  occurrence  of  some 
dicta.  In  Quarman  v.  BumM  {e)  and  Beedie  v.  London 
and  North  Western  BaUway  Company  (g)  it  was  sought 
to  make  the  defendants  liable  on  the  ground  that  they 
had  employed  those  who  did  the  mischief  and  were 
thus  identified  with  them ;  and  this  failed :  but  the 
liability  of  the  parties  who  really  employed  those 
who  did  the  mischief  was  not  denied.  After  the 
▼erdict,  it  must  be  taken  that  here  the  mischief  was 
occanoned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  [Bram- 
well  B.  It  is  perhaps  not  easy  to  say  what  absolute 
negligence  is.]  In  Lynch  v.  Nurdin  (A)  it  might  have 
been  said  that  the  father  of  the  plainti£P,  by  allowing 
him  to  go  about  unattended,  contributed  by  his  own 
negligence  to  the  damage;  and  that  would  have  been 
an  answer,  upon  the  principle  for  which  the  defendants 
here  contend.     [Martin  B.     That  case  was  questioned 


(o)  Z  M.^W.  244. 
(e)  5  Exeh,  240. 
(<)  6  Af.  §■  ir.  499. 


(6)  1 1  Etut,  60. 
(J)  5  Exch,  243. 
{g)  A  Exch.  244. 


(A)    1  Q.  B.  29. 
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in  Lygo  v.  Newbold  (a).  Pollock  C.  B.  If  the  father's 
negligence  had  been  expressly  found  by  the  jury,  that 
might  perhaps  have  made  a  difference.] 

MelUih,  contriL  The  Court  below  did  not  profess  to 
decide  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  view  taken  in  Thoro^ 
good  V.  Bryan  (&),  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  insbt 
upon  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  case.  The  complaint 
here  is  that  the  plaintiff,  being  a  passenger,  was  injured 
through  the  negligence  of  those  who  managed  the  train 
in  which  he  was  a  passenger.  He  could  become  a  pas- 
senger only  through  a  contract.  How  then  did  it  appear 
that  he  had  become  a  passenger  ?  Only  from  the  cir- 
cumstance that  his  grandmother  had  taken  out  the 
ticket.  The  negligence  complained  of  consists,  not  in 
not  warning  him,  but  in  not  warning  her.  It  therefore 
is  essential  to  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  grand- 
mother should  be  identified  with  him.  Without  this 
identity  there  is  no  legal  cause  of  complaint  The  de- 
fendants, like  any  one  else,  must  take  reasonable  care  of 
a  child,  if  they  take  charge  of  him :  but  they  are  not 
bound  to  take  charge  of  him  at  all  unless  he  is  under 
the  proper  care  of  a  grown  up  person ;  and  they  did  no 
more  here  than  receive  him  as  a  passenger  under  such 
charge.  That  being  so,  the  person  who  has  the  care  is 
the  person  to  whom  they  look  and  with  whom  they 
contract :  any  other  principle  would  impose  a  most  un- 
reasonable responsibility  on  a  railway  company.  \PoUoch 
C.  B.  Suppose  a  man  to  drive  his  own  gig,  in  which 
his  child  is,  and  to  come  into  collision  with  another  car- 
riage through  the  negligence  of  both  drivers.     Can  the 
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child  recover  against  the  owners  of  the  other  carriage?] 
That  would  be  manifestly  absurd.  If  it  were  necessary 
to  consider  the  decision  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  {a\  that 
case  clearly  rests  upon  good  sense.  On  what  principle 
is  it  that  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  is  an  answer  in 
such  cases?  First,  it  shews  that  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  is  not  the  cause  of  the  damage ;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  plaintiff,  who  could  by  reasonable  care  have 
avoided  the  accident,  is  not  entitled  to  complain.  And 
those  grounds  are  suflScient  to  justify  the  decision  in 
Thorogood  v.  Bryan  (a). 


Overend  (in  the  absence  of  Manisiy),  in  reply.  It 
does  not  follow,  from  the  Company  accepting  the  child 
as  a  passenger,  that  they  accepted  the  grandmother  as 
his  agent.  Suppose  a  party  is  injured  by  the  collision 
of  two  carriages  in  neither  of  which  he  is:  he  may 
recover  against  both.  Now  that  is  the  present  case, 
unless  the  grandmother  is,  for  the  purpose  of  the  con- 
veyance, the  agent  of  the  child ;  and  that  she  cannot  be, 
inasmuch  as  the  child  has  no  capacity  for  selecting  an 
agent  But,  further,  the  jury  have  found  positive  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  defendants :  that  puts  an  end 
to  the  defence  from  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  which  is 
a  defence  properly  resting  on  estoppel.  Nor  is  this 
quite  like  the  case  of  a  child  in  arms:  the  Company 
might  have  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  be  taken  off  the 
railway,  and  ought  to  have  done  so. 

CocRBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


(a)  8  Com,  B,  115. 
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I  put  the  case  on  this  ground:  that,  when  a  child  of 
such  tender  and  imbecile  age  is  brought  to  a  railway 
station  or  to  any  conveyance,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
conveyed,  and  is  wholly  unable  to  take  care  of  itself, 
the  contract  of  conveyance  is  on  the  implied  condition 
that  the  child  is  to  be  conveyed  subject  to  due  and 
proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  person  having  it  in  charge. 
Such  care  not  being  used,  where  the  child  has  no  natural 
capacity  to  judge  of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  a 
child  might  get  into  serious  danger  from  a  state  of  things 
which  would  produce  no  disastrous  consequences  to  an 
adult  capable  of  taking  care  of  himself.  Here  the  child 
was  under  the  charge  of  his  grandmother;  and  the 
Company  must  be  taken  to  have  received  the  child  as 
under  her  controul  and  subject  to  her  management. 
The  plea  and  the  finding  shew  that  the  negligence  of 
the  defendants  contributed  partially  to  the  damage ;  but 
that  the  negligence  of  the  person  in  whose  charge  the 
child  was,  and  with  reference  to  whom  the  contract  of 
conveyance  was  made,  also  contributed  partially.  There 
is  not  therefore  that  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  which  is  necessary  to  support  the  action. 
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Pollock  C.  B.  I  entirely  agree.  The  shortest  way 
of  putting  Mr.  Mellish^s  argument  is  that  this  is  not  a 
mere  case  of  simple  wrong,  but  one  arising  from  the 
contract  of  the  grandmother  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
who  must  avail  himself  of  that  contract,  without  which 
he  cannot  recover.  There  really  is  no  di£Perence  between 
the  case  of  a  person  of  tender  years  under  the  care  of 
another  and  a  valuable  chattel  committed  to  the  care  of 
an  individual,  or  even  not  committed  to  such  care.    The 
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action  cannot  be  maintained,  unless  it  can  be  maintained 
by  the  person  having  the  apparent  possession,  even 
though  the  child  or  the  chattel  was  not  regularly  put 
into  the  possession  of  the  person,  as,  for  instance,  though 
the  party  taking  charge  of  the  child  had  done  so  without 
the  father's  consent ;  that  circumstance  would  make  no 
difierence  as  to  the  question  of  the  child's  right.  That 
is  my  reason  for  pressing  this  argument  of  Mr.  MeHish, 
as  it  meets  every  possible  view  of  the  case. 


Williams  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  view  of  the  jury  was  that  the  accident  would  not 
have  occurred  but  for  the  negligence  of  the  grandmother. 
There  was  here,  as  it  seems  to  me,  from  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  case,  an  identification  of  the  plain- 
ti£P  with  the  grandmother,  whose  negligence  is  therefore 
an  answer  to  the  action.  At  the  same  time,  I  do  not 
mean  to  express  any  doubt  that,  generally,  where  a  child 
is  of  such  tender  years  as  here,  and  is  carried  about  by 
any  person  having  it  in  charge,  the  rule  as  to  joint  neg- 
ligence of  plaintiff  and  defendant  applies.  The  person 
who  has  the  charge  of  the  child  is  identified  with  the 
child.  If  a  father  drives  a  carriage,  in  which  his  infant 
child  is,  in  such  a  way  that  he  incurs  an  accident  which 
by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  he  might  have  avoided, 
it  would  be  strange  to  say  that,  though  he  himself  could 
not  maintain  an  action,  the  child  could.  So,  if  the  child 
be  in  the  arms  of  a  person  who  does  not  choose  to  get 
out  of  the  way  of  a  train.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  insist 
on  this  general  ground :  because,  on  the  mere  narrow 
view  of  the  plaintiff's  right  in  this  case,  the  defence  must 
prevail. 
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(Martin  B.  had  left  the  Court  during  the  argument      [18590 
for  the  respondent.)  Wait* 

NOBTH 

Crowder  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  on  the  ^™" 
grounds  given  in  the  judgment  delivered  in  the  Court  Company, 
of  Queen's  Bench.  The  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  child 
had  been  in  the  mother's  arms.  There  is  an  identifica- 
tion such  that  the  negligence  of  the  grandmother  de- 
prives the  child  of  the  right  of  action.  Now  the  finding 
of  the  jury  would  clearly  have  prevented  the  grand- 
mother from  recovering :  it  therefore  has  the  same  effect 
in  respect  of  an  action  by  the  child.  It  would  be 
monstrous  and  absurd  if  there  could  be  a  distinction. 

(WiLLES  J.  had  left  the  Court  during  the  argument 
for  the  respondent.) 

Bramwell  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  form 
the  action  is  for  a  wrong ;  but  it  is  in  fact  for  a  breach 
of  duty  created  by  contract  It  is  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  was  lawfully  on  the  railway.  That  could  be 
so  only  on  the  supposition  that  he  had  become  a  pas- 
senger through  the  instrumentality  of  himself  or  another. 
There  must  be  a  contract  or  duty.  It  is  impossible  here 
to  say  that  the  Company  contracted  any  other  duty 
towards  the  infant,  thus  accompanied,  than  they  would 
have  contracted  towards  an  adult,  or  that  they  were 
responsible  for  what  would  have  occasioned  no  mischief 
but  for  the  negligence  of  a  person  having  the  custody 
of  the  plaintiff.  That  would  be  an  absurdity :  and  we 
should  have  to  hold  that,  where  a  chattel  b  injured 
partly  through  the  negligence  of  the  party  having  charge 
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of  it,  such  person  could  maintain  no  action,  but  that  the 
owner,  if  a  different  person,  could.  The  case  appears 
even  more  distinct  upon  the  pleadings.  The  first  count 
charges  that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  upon  and  crossing 
the  railway ;  the  second  plea  denies  this,  and  states  that 
ttre  plaintiff  was  under  the  direction  and  controul  of  a 
person  who,  with  the  plaintiff,  was  wrongfully  on  the 
railway;  and  the  verdict  shews  this  plea  to  be  true. 
The  second  count  states  also  that  the  plaintiff  was  law- 
fully on  the  railway ;  and  it  is  similarly  answered. 


Watson  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plaintiff 
is  a  child  of  an  age  at  which  he  is  incapable  of  exercising 
proper  care  for  himself.  The  charge  against  the  Com- 
pany is  that  they  did  not  give  proper  warning  to  the 
grandmother:  and  all  the  duties  which  arose  towards 
the  child  were  with  reference  to  it  as  being  under  the 
chai]ge  of  the  grandmother ;  and,  as  my  brother  WUUoms 
says,  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  a 
child  in  arms.  Many  other  cases  have  been  put  and 
discussed  by  Mr.  Matdsty;  but  these  we  need  not  now 
examine. 

Judgment  aflSrmed. 
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1858. 


Wheatcroft  against  Foster.  ^'^loT 

FROM  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  attorney  in  this  Under  sect.  26 
J  ,,    ^    .  .  1  i_    •       1       ofaut.  19&20 

case,  It  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  m  the   viet,  &  108., 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  by  summons  dated  2l8t  April,  gl^R^rdlred 
1857,  to  recover  68/.  Ta.  6d.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  J^*  ^**^?^■^ 

o  '   in  an  action 

and  on  accounts  stated.     The  declaration  was  delivered  jT^Sp^J^*",, 

Q.  B.  should 

on  24th  July,  1857.     On  1st  August,  1857,  defendant  be  had  in  a 

,  county  court. 

pleaded,  except  as  to  422.  2s.  6d.,  Never  indebted ;  and.  No  application 

as  to  that  sum,  he  paid  the  money  into  Court.     The  him  to  impose 

plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  plea  of  Never  indebted,  and  The  acUon 

took  the  money  out  of  Court.     On  3d  November,  1857,  tled?th^^ts 

JErk  J.  ordered  that  the  cause  should  be  tried  before  ^'he'M^^t^^  ||f 

the  judge  of  the  county  court  of  Nottijiyhamshire,  at  9-  ^-  record - 

Bingham,  and  that  a  jury  should  be  summoned.     The  o^  *be  Superior 

Courts,  so  far 

cause  was  tried  accordingly  on  January  13th,  1858;  as  regarded 

the  oroceeds 

when  a  verdict  was  found  for  defendant.     Defendant  ings  in  Q.  B., 
carried  in  his  costs  for  taxation,  made  out  on  the  ordi-  regarded'the 
nary  scale  of  costs  in  actions  in  the  Superior  Courts  {hTcounty '  *** 
above  20/. ;  but  the  Master  was  of  opinion  that  he  could  po^^.accord- 

'  *^  ing  to  the 

allow  the  costs  of  and  relating  to  the  trial  according  only  county  court 
to  the  scale  of  the  county  court;  and  he  taxed  accord-      On  motion 

to  review  his 
ingly.  taxation:  Held 

From  the  Master's  report,  it  appeared  that  he  allowed  justified  in  so 
the  costs  on  the  scale  of  the  Superior  Court  so  far  as  the  county^ 
regarded  the  proceedings  in  the  Queen's  Bench :  but  hb"pi!de.^  ** 
that,  so  far  as  regarded  the  trial  in  the  county  court,  he 
allowed  only  county  court  costs,  according  to  the  scale 
of  costs  settled  by  the  county  court  judges  and  approved 

E.  D.  &  E.  3  b 
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1858.  of  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  under  slat.  19  &  20  Vict. 
Whsatcropt  c,  108.  s.  33.  llie  Master  further  stated  that  he  had 
Foster.  taxed  the  costs  in  the  same  way  in  a  cause  of  Parsons  v. 
Pearce,  an  action  brought  in  the  Queen's  Bench  and 
sent  for  trial  in  the  county  court,  in  1857 ;  and  that  a 
summons  to  review  that  taxation  had  been  taken  out, 
and  dismissed  by  Coleridge  J. 

C.  G.  Meretcethevy  in  this  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not 
be  at  liberty  to  review  his  taxation. 

71  Bell  now  shewed  cause.  The  sum  claimed  in  this 
action  having,  by  the  payment  into  Court,  been  reduced 
to  a  sum  not  exceeding  507.,  Erie  J.,  under  sect  26  of 
Stat  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108.,  has  ordered  the  cause  to  be 
tried  in  the  county  court.  A  taxation  on  the  scale  of 
the  Superior  Courts  is  ordinarily  on  a  judgment  reco-> 
vered  in  such  Courts.  The  Judge  who  made  the  order 
might,  by  sect.  26,  have  imposed  the  terms  that  the 
taxation  should  be  on  the  scale  of  the  Superior  Courts : 
but  he  has  not  done  this ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
he  was  asked  to  do  so.  In  the  scale  of  costs  fixed  by 
the  county  court  judges  and  allowed  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, under  sect  33,  and  which  came  into  operation  on 
1st  November,  1856,  it  is  directed  that  **  costs  in  actions 
under  19  &  20  Vict  c.  108,  s.  23,  shall  be  taxed  ac- 
cording to  the  scale  of  taxation  used  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  so  far  as  it  is  directly  applicable ;  and 
where  it  is  not  so  applicable,  the  principle  of  that  scale 
shall  be  followed  **  (a).  Sect  23  relates  to  actions  which 
are  tried  by  agreement  of  parties  in  the  county  court, 

(a)  roilocA*i  Pracike  of  the  County  Courts,  ^c,  cb.  17  (p.  165,  ed.  3.). 
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but  could  not  be  tried  there  without  such  agreement :        1858. 
and  the  mention  of  this  section  shews  that  cases  tried  whbatoeoft 
under  sect  26  are  not  to  be  taxed  according  to  the  scale      po  teb. 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  but  according  to  the 
scale  of  other  causes  under  sect  33.     The  proceeding, 
of  which  the  costs  are  now  in  question,  having  taken 
place  in  the  county  court,  sect  33  must  regulate  the 
costs;   that  section  applying   to  ''proceedings  in  the 
county  courts,  in  actions  where  the  debt  or  damage 
claimed  exceeds  20/.**    By  sect  34,  *'  with  respect  to 
such  proceedings  as  are  specified  in  the  last  preceding 
section,  all  costs  and  charges  between  party  and  party 
shall  be  taxed  by  the  registrar  of  the  Court  in  which 
such  costs  and  charges  were  incurred,  but  his  taxation 
may  be  reviewed  by  the  judge  of  the  court,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  either  party  ;  and  no  costs  or  chaiges  shall 
be  allowed  on  such  taxation  which  are  not  sanctioned 
by  the  scale  then  in  force.**    Now  it  is  true  that  this 
section  applies  only  to  costs  taxed  by  the  registrar  of 
the  county  court,  whereas  the  costs  now  in  question  are 
taxed  by  the  officer  of  this  Court.     But  that  does  not 
affect  the  question  as  to  what  scale  the  Master  of  this 
Court  shall  use  in  his  taxation.     The  object  of  sending 
the  case  to  the  county  court,  under  sect  26,  could  not 
have  been  to  get  the  case  better  tried :  it  was  to  save 
expence. 

C.  G.  Merewether,  contra.  The  Master  of  this  Court 
can  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  scale  of  the  county 
court  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  He  is  taxing  a  proceeding 
in  the  county  court]  It  is  not,  properly  speaking,  a 
proceeding  in  the  county  court  at  all.  [^Crompton  J. 
For  some  purposes,  at  least,  it  seems  to  be  sa    There 

3  B  2 
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1858.  would  be  county  court  process.]  The  scale  (rained  under 
WnKiTCROFT  ^^^*  ^^  manifestly  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  ori- 
FomsL  gin&l  ^^^  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  in  the  county  court : 
it  could  not  have  been  intended  that  the  county  court 
judges  were  to  dictate  the  rule  of  taxation  to  be  adopted 
by  the  officer  of  this  Court  The  plaintiff,  as  the  event 
shews,  might  have  brought  his  action  in  the  county 
court :  he  chooses  to  go  to  the  Superior  Court  Under 
sect.  26  the  county  court  acts  only  as  the  minister  of 
this  Court.  The  expence  has  been,  in  many  particulars, 
increased  by  the  action  having  been  commenced  here. 
IColeridffe  J.  Such  considerations  would  be  very  pro- 
perly submitted  to  the  Judge,  as  affecting  the  terms  on 
which  he  would  send  the  case  for  trial,  under  sect.  26. 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  The  circumstance  that  terms  may 
be  applied  for,  when  the  order  is  made,  seems  to  me  to 
famish  an  answer  to  all  the  defendant's  argument.  JErk 
J.  The  Judge  thinks  that  the  cause  is  one  that  should 
be  tried  at  the  county  court:  the  presumption  is  that 
the  county  court  costs  of  trial  are  the  proper  ones.]  The 
reason  for  the  order  may  be  that  so  many  witnesses  reside 
near  the  place  of  trial :  the  very  circumstance  of  the  mul- 
tiplicity of  witnesses  lengthens  the  proceedings.  The 
Master  can,  at  the  utmost,  treat  the  county  court  scale 
only  as  adjumentary  to  his  own  scale  of  taxation ;  he  is 
not  to  be  bound  by  it  The  defendant,  had  the  case 
gone  on  here,  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  costs  of 
an  action  brought  for  a  sum  exceeding  207.  And  this 
Court  never  parts  with  its  jurisdiction  as  to  costs.  The 
case  is  not  like  one  in  which  the  parties,  under  sects.  23 
or  25,  go  to  the  county  court  by  mutual  agreement 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.    I  think  the  defendant  is  en- 
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titled  to  siicli  costs  only  as  the  law  has  provided.     As  to        1858. 
the  proceedings  connected  with  the  trial  in  the  county    Whratoboit 
court,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have  them  taxed  ac-       footb. 
cording  to  the  scale  provided  for  the  county  court.     It 
is  admitted  that  the  case  was  properly  tried  under  the 
Judge's  order:  that  order  is  silent  as  to  costs:  either 
party  might  have  applied  for  terms;  but  both  sides  were 
silent :  and  the  Judge  had  no  reason  for  seeing  that  the 
application  of  the  county  court  scale  would  be  otherwise 
than  just.     The  Master  therefore^  very  properly,  in  tax- 
ing the  costs  of  the  proceeding  in  the  county  court, 
looked  to  the  scale  of  costs  in  couuty  court  trials.     It 
appears  that  the  same  point  has  arisen  before  my  brother 
Coleridge^  and  was  similarly  decided  by  him. 

CoLERiDQE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  on  the 
former  occasion.  I  think  that  we  are  to  consider  that 
the  object  was  to  regulate  the  costs  in  analogy  to  the 
County  Court  Act,  which  has  provided  against  injustice 
by  enabling  the  Judge  to  send  down  a  case  to  be  tried 
by  the  county  court  He  has  power  to  impose  such 
terms  as  may  appear  to  him  reasonable :  if  no  terms  are 
imposed,  we  are  to  assume  that  the  Judge  thinks  it 
proper  that  the  case  should  be  tried  according  to  the 
county  court  scale.  No  representation  was  made  to 
him  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  him  to  impose  terms. 
The  county  court  scale  was  therefore  the  right  one.  It 
would  be  wrong  to  say  that  the  Master  here  taxes  in  the 
character  of  an  officer  of  the  county  court :  he  only  uses 
the  county  court  scale  as  his  guide.  The  case  is  quite 
free  from  hardship. 

Erle  J.     I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  power  was 
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1858.        given  to  the  Judge,  not  merely  that  the  order  might 
Wheatcroft   nieet  the  opportunities  and  convenience  of  witnesses, 

Foster.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^  ^'^^  ^^  saving  expence.  When  the  order 
says  nothing  as  to  costs,  I  think  the  presumption  is  that 
the  Judge  means  the  costs  to  be  on  the  county  court 
scale.  Where  there  is  any  hardship,  as  where  there  are 
fifty  witnesses  and  the  only  reason  for  the  order  is  that 
they  are  on  the  spot,  it  might  be  very  reasonable  for  a 
Judge  to  say  that  the  order  should  only  be  made  on  the 
terms  of  paying  the  costs  on  the  higher  scale.  That 
case  is  exceptional. 

CROifPTON  J.  I  cannot  see  that  the  Master  has  done 
wrong.  I  think  that  he  might,  with  the  authority  of  my 
brother  Cohsridge^s  judgment,  very  fairly  use  the  county 
court  scale.  Mr.  Mereu:€ther  presses  upon  us  that  that 
scale  has  here  been  treated  as  imperative  upon  the 
Master:  but  that  is  not  so;  the  costs  are  awarded  by 
the  Superior  Court :  many  matters  in  the  county  court 
would  have  no  application  here.  There  is  here  no  par- 
ticular hardship.  The  order  is  not  made  without  each 
party  being  heard :  if  it  is  erroneous,  parties  may  come 
here  and  object.  The  course  here  taken  appears  to  me 
the  most  convenient  one. 

Rule  dischai^ged. 
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The  Queen  against  The  Vestry  of  St.  Mary,   ^^{^^ 

Islington. 


"DEASLEVy  in  this  Term,  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  An  unanisbed 
on  "  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  IsKnfftan,  iDentionodin 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  ti,e  Metropo.^ 

I*     ¥  I 

mandamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  them,  command-  Man^rement 
ing  them  to  cause  a  certain  street  within  the  said  parish,  -^f*'  *®,«J? 
called  Blenlieim  Road,  to  be  well  and  sufficiently  lighted  conuining 

^  inhabited 

with  gas,  and  for  that  purpose  to  set  up  and  maintain  houses  along 

part  of  it,  com- 

in  the  said  road  a  sufficient  number  of  lamps."  municated.  at 

From  the  affidavits  on  both  sides  it  appeared  that  the  w^Ui^anothcr' 
road  in  question  would,  when  finished,  communicate  at  j^-  housS"*" 
both  ends  with  the  Homsey  Road,  which  was  not  a  "^^J^^^ 
street  with  a  continuous  row  of  houses,  but  contained  ^*!f-    '^**f 

soil  of  such 

houses  at  wide  intervals,  which  houses  were  separated  unfinished  road 

,  was  priyatc 

by  open  spaces  and  fields,  and  the  nearest  of  which  was  property ;  and 
more  than  one  hundred  yards  firom  any  house  in  the  had  not  been 
said  Blenheim  Road.     Up  to  and  at  the  time  when  the  the^nblic 
rule  Nisi  was  obtained,  there  was  a  thoroughfare  from  of^^paril? 
one  end  only  of  the  said  Blenheim  Road  to  the  said  [J^'^^^J^r' 
Homsev  Road,  the  other  end  beins  unfinished.     The  «ect.  130.    On 

•^  ^  "         ^  a  motion  for 

soil  of  the  said  Blenheim  Road  was  private  property,  mandamus  to 

lit  .  compel  them 

No  road  or  highway  over  the  same  had  been  given  or  to  do  so,  this 
dedicated  to  the  public;  and  the  said  road  might  be  chafed  the 
closed  to  the  public  at  any  time.     Several  houses  had  g^und  that 
been  built  in  the  said  road,  of  which  some  were  still  Jyere  not^und 
unfinished,  and  some  had  been  inhabited  for  more  than  ^  *r®**  ^^^ 

**  '  road  as  a  street 

a  year,  and  had  been  assessed  to  the  poor  rate.  uodor  secu. 

*'  l«iOy    2w0* 
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Vettry  of 

8t.  Maet, 

isuvgtos. 


Ocerend  now  shewed  cause*  The  road  is  not  a  *'  street^ 
which  the  yestry  are  bound  to  light  under  secL  130  of 
the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  18  &  19  Viet. 
c.  120.  That  section  enacts  that  ^  every  vestry  and 
district  board  shall  cause  the  several  streets  within  their 
parish  or  district  to  be  well  and  sufficiently  lighted,  and 
for  that  purpose  shall  maintain,  or  set  up  and  mwitain, 
a  sufficient  number  of  lamps  in  every  such  street,  and 
shall  cause  the  same  to  be  lighted  with  gas  ox  otherwise, 
and  to  continue  lighted  during  such  times  as  such  vestry 
or  board  may  think  fit,  necessary,  or  proper."  The 
parish  of  St  Mary^  hUngtont  is  included  in  Schedule  (A.) 
to  the  Act,  and  is  therefore  a  *^  parish"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  interpretation  clause,  sect  250;  but  the 
read  in  question  is  not  a  *' street"  within  the  meaning 
of  that  section,  which  provides  that  '^  the  word  *  street* 
shall  apply  to  and  include  any  highway  (except  the 
carriage  way  of  any  turnpike  road),  and  any  road, 
bridge  (not  being  a  county  bridge),  lane,  footway, 
square,  court,  alley,  passage,  whether  a  thoroughfare  or 
not,  and  a  part  of  any  such  highway,  road,  bridge,  lane, 
footway,  square,  court,  alley,  or  passage."  The  section 
is  not  intended  to  include  a  road  of  which  the  soil  is 
private  property,  and  which  is  unfinished,  and  not  dedi- 
cated to  the  public.  The  vestry  are  not  bound  to  take 
to  it  until  it  has  become  a  street  in  the  statutory  sense, 
and  has  been  presented  to  the  public  as  such,  in  a 
reasonable  state  of  completion  and  repair. 


Beasley,  contr^  The  road  may  not  be  a  highway ; 
but  it  clearly  comes  within  the  terms  "  road,"  "  lane,*' 
or  « footway ;"  and  therefore  the  Act  makes  the  lighting 
imperative  upon  the  vestry. 
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Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  If  we  thought  that  the  vestry 
had  refused  to  perform  an  absolute  duty  imposed  upon 
them  by  the  statute,  we  would  exercise  our  authority, 
and  grant  a  mandamus.  But  no  such  case  for  our  inter- 
ference has  been  made  out :  the  evidence,  indeed,  is  the 
other  way.  The  vestry  are  entitled  to  refuse  to  light  a 
road  which,  like  the  one  in  question,  does  not  come 
within  the  reasonable  limits  which  fix  the  meaning  of 
the  word  "  street."  I  do  not  say  that  the  mere  refusal 
of  the  vestry  to  accept  the  dedication  of  a  road  would 
prevent  it  from  being  a  street  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act ;  if  that  were  so,  the  vestry  might  always,  by  such 
refusal,  avoid  repairing  or  lighting.  But  they  are  cer- 
tainly entitled  to  exercise  some  amount  of  discretion  in 
deciding  what  is,  and  what  is  not,  a  street  within  the 
Act:  and  we  think  that  their  decision  in  the  present 
case  was  correct. 


1858. 
The  Queen 

V. 

Vestry  of 
St.  Mart, 
islinqtoh* 


Coleridge  and  £rle  Js.  concurred. 


Crompton  J.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  that  this  is  a 
street  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  If  it  were,  an 
imperative  duty  to  light  it  would  be  cast  upon  the  vestry. 
But  the  question  is  one  of  definition;  and  the  facts 
stated  in  the  affidavits  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  such  as  to 
render  the  road  in  question  a  street  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act.  That  being  so,  we  ought  not,  I  think,  to 
interfere. 

Rule  discharged. 
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j^7ith.  Isabella  Hall  against  George  Wright. 

Action  for  'TiECLARATlON  on  an  agreement  between  pldotiff 
miseofmir-  and  defendant   to  marry  one   another  within   a 

l^pron^to  i^asonable   time.     Averment:   that  a  reasonable   time 

iSthinTroa-  ^^  elapsed,  and  plaintiff  had  always  been  ready  and 

*^pf^*£ha±'  "billing  to  marry   defendant,  whereof  he   had  notice, 

defendant.  Breach :  that  defendant  neglected  and  refused  to  marry 

After  the 

promise  and        plaintiff* 

before  the 

breach,  became  Pleas.  1.  Non  assumpsit.  2.  Rescission  before  breach, 
disease  occa.  3.  That,  after  the  agreement  and  before  any  breach 
ing  from  the  thereof,  defendant  <^  became  and  was,  and  thenceforth 
tel^  ofsu^  hitherto  has  been  and  still  is,  afflicted  with  dangerous 
disease  becsjae  bodily  disease,  which  has  occasioned  frequent  and  severe 

uicapabie  of  "^  ^ 

mvriag«  bleedins  from  his  luncs,  and  by  reason  of  which  disease 

without  great  ®  ©-»  J 

danger  to  his  defendant  then  became  and  was,  and  from  thenceforth 

fore  unfit  for  hitherto  has  been,  aud  still  is,  incapable  of  marriage 

^TS^ich  without  g«at  danger  of  his  life,  and  therefore  nnfit  for 

Lrdonhad  ****  ^^^  married  state :  whereof  the  plaintiff  had  notice  before 

^mon  ^The  ^^®  commencement  of  this  action." 
jury  found  all        Issue  on  the  several  pleas. 

the  averments  '^ 

of  this  plea  in         On  the  trial,  before  £'rfe  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings 

favour  of  the         /*  ny  ^ 

defendant,  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1857,  the  jury  found  the  first 
ayermentof       and  second  issues  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  third  issue 

notice,  which 
they  negatived. 

Held,  in  the  Queen*s  Bench,  by  Lord  CampbtU  C.  J.  and  Cmmpton  J.,  that  the  plea  was 
not  sufficient,  at  all  events  without  this  averment. 

Held  by  Wtghtman  J.  and  Erie  J.  that  it  was  sufficient. 

The  junior  Jud^  having  withdrawn  his  opinion,  and  a  rule  to  enter  the  verdict  on  this 
plea  for  the  plaintiff  having  been  discharged : 

Held,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on  appeal,  thst  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action. 
Per  mUiamM  J.,  MarHn  B.,  Crowder  J.  and  fTttfei  J.  Dissentientibus  PbUock  C.  B., 
BramwtO  B.  and  ifattcn  B. 
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for  the  defendant,  except  as  to  the  allegation  that  the        iS58. 
plaintiff  bad  notice  before  the  action,  which  they  nega-         hall 
tived;   and  they  assessed  the  damages  at  IQO/.     The      ^higbt. 
learned  Judge   thereupon  directed   the   verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  third  issue,  with  leave 
to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  lOOi 
damages. 

3/.  Chambers^  in  the  ensuing  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict 
should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  third  issue, 
for  100/.,  on  the  ground  '*  that  the  plea  is  bad,  and  that 
averment  of  notice  is  material,  and  should  have  been 
proved,"  or  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  for  100/.  damages,  notwithstanding  the  verdict 
on  the  third  issue. 

In  last  Term  {a\  Sir  F.  Kelly,  Attorney  General, 
Edward  James  and  John  Henderson  shewed  cause ;  and 
Montague  Chambers  and  Mellish  were  heard  in  support 
of  the  rule.  The  arguments  used  and  the  authorities 
cited  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgments  in  this  Court, 
and  in  the  argument  and  judgments  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  learned  Judges,  differing  in  opinion,  now  delivered 
judgment  seriatim. 

Cbompton  J.     The  declaration  in  this  case  was  upon     Crompton  J. 
a  promise  to  marry  within  a  reasonable  time  in  that 
behalf,  and  averred  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time,  and 
that  the  defendant  neglected  and  refused  to  marry  the 
plaintiff* 

(a)  May  6lb. 
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Hall 
▼. 

WaiGHT. 
Crompton  J* 


The  defendant  pleaded^  amongst  other  things,  that, 
after  the  agreement  and  before  any  breach,  he  became 
and  was,  and  thenceforth  hitherto  has  been,  and  still 
is,  afflicted  with  dangerous  bodily  disease,  which  has 
occasioned  frequent  and  severe  bleeding  from  the  lungs, 
and  by  reason  of  which  disease  he  then  became  and 
was,  and  from  thenceforth  hitherto  has  been,  and  still 
is,  incapable  of  marriage  without  great  danger  of  his 
life,  and  therefore  unfit  for  the  married  state :  whereof 
the  plaintiff  had  notice  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action* 

On  the  trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  general  issue,  with  lOOil  damages,  and  found  all 
the  allegations  in  the  above  special  plea  for  the  defend* 
ant,  except  the  notice,  which  they  found  had  not  been 
given. 

On  this  finding,  the  verdict  on  the  special  plea  was 
entered  for  the  defendant,  with  leave  for  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  enter  the  verdict  on  that  plea  for  her.  A  rule 
having  been  granted  for  that  purpose,  and  also  for  judg- 
ment Non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  special  plea,  the  case 
was  argued  before  us  in  the  course  of  the  last  Term. 

I  regard  this  plea  as  one  in  confession  and  avoidance  ; 
and  I  think  it  bad,  as  not  shewing  a  good  excuse  for  not 
performing  the  promise  of  the  defendant  I  do  not 
think  that  the  meaning  of  the  plea  is,  as  was  suggested 
in  the  argument,  that  the  defendant  had  become  inca- 
pable of  procreation ;  the  averments  only  appearing  to 
me  to  go  to  the  extent  of  shewing  that  he  would  incur 
danger  to  his  life  from  the  consequences  of  performing 
the  functions  of  marriage.  Nor  do  I  think  that  the  plea 
means  that  he  could  not  undergo  the  marriage  ceremony 
without  danger  to  his  life ;  the  statement  that  he  was 
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therefore  unfit  for  marriage  appearing  to  me  to  give  a        1858. 
different  meaning  to  the  averment  that  he  was  incapable         jjall 
of  marriage  from  that  of  his  being  incapable  of  going      weioht. 
through  the  marriage  ceremony. 

Taking  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  fair  meaning  of  ^*'*"'V**»  • 
the  allegations,  that  the  defendant  would  have  incurred 
great  danger  to  his  life  from  the  usual  consequences  of 
marriage  if  he  had  performed  his  contract,  it  remains 
to  consider  what  is  the  effect  of  such  a  state  of  things 
intervening  after  the  promise  and  before  the  breach. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  how  far  a  personal  con- 
tract of  this  nature  may  be  excused  by  becoming  impos- 
sible, as  no  impossibility  is  alleged.  Where  a  contract 
depends  upon  personal  skill,  and  the  act  of  God  renders 
it  impossible,  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  painter 
employed  to  paint  a  picture  who  is  struck  blind,  it  may 
be  that  the  performance  might  be  excused,  and  his  death 
might  also  have  the  same  effect.  It  was  argued,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  that,  even  if  the  performance  of  such 
a  contract  as  the  present  was  rendered  impossible  by  the 
act  of  God,  still  the  defendant  must  pay  damages  for  the 
breach  of  contract.  In  the  view  I  take  of  the  case,  how- 
ever, it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  this  question,  nor  ano- 
ther question,  which  was  much  debated,  as  to  whether 
the  party  becoming  impotent  would  excuse  him  from 
performing  the  contract,  if  he  chose  to  elect  not  to 
perform  it.  I  certainly  entertain  great  doubt  whether, 
under  circumstances  of  so  painful  a  kind  intervening, 
the  man  as  well  as  the  woman  might  not  have  a  right 
to  put  an  end  to  the  contract :  but  I  cannot  think  that 
the  mere  fact  of  not  being  able  to  perform  the  functions 
of  marriage  without  danger  to  life,  of  itself,  puts  an  end 
to  the  contract.     It  certainly  gives  the  woman,  and  per- 
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1858.        haps  the  man,  a  right  to  termioate  the  contract :  bat  I 
^^        do  not  think  that,  as  far  as  regards  the  man,  it  can  afliect 

WeTobt.      ^^  obligation  further,  at  most,  than  by  giving  a  right,  or 
option,  or  election,  of  rescinding  the  contract.     Eren  in 

""'^'^^  •  the  case  of  a  discovery  of  the  unchastity  of  the  woman, 
the  man  seems  to  me  only  to  have  the  option  of  rescind- 
ing the  contract  Cases  have  occurred,  and  may  occur, 
where  the  lover  has  still  clung  to  the  contract,  although 
satisfied  of  the  want  of  chastity  of  his  mistress.  In  such 
cases  the  state  of  the  party  does  not  seem  to  me  to  put 
an  end  to  the  contract,  though  it  may,  very  probably, 
give  a  right  to  rescind  it.  There  is  nothing  in  the  pre* 
sent  case  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  facts  being  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  on  discovering  the  state  of  the 
intended  husband,  may  have  talked  over  the  matter,  and 
have  agreed  that,  in  the  state  of  their  affections,  and 
under  all  the  circumstances,  it  is  the  best  and  happiest 
thing  for  them  to  be  united.  The  danger  would  naturally 
appear  to  them  diminished ;  and  they  may  have  wished 
to  take  the  chance  of  recovery  and  happiness;  and  both 
may  have  wished  that,  if  death  were  to  occur,  they  might 
have  been  united,  so  that  the  lady  might  have  remained 
the  widow  of  her  husband,  perhaps  with  all  the  advantages 
of  position  he  may  have  been  anxious  to  secure  to  her. 
Suppose  such  to  have  been  the  case  here,  and  no  rescis- 
sion or  notice  of  terminating  the  contract  to  have  been 
given,  but  that  the  plaintiff,  having  no  notice,  proceeds 
with  all  the  preparations,  and  in  all  the  expectation  of 
marriage,  and  is  deserted  at  the  altar,  can  it  be  said  that 
such  a  refusal  is  justified  ?  The  plea  must,  according  to 
the  rules  of  pleading,  justify  every  refusal  which  might 
be  proved,  or  shew  what  the  refusal  was,  and  justify  that 
refusal.     Here  the  refusal  may  have  proceeded  from  a 
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perfectly  distinct  cause,  as  there  seems  reason  to  sup* 
pose,  if  we  could  look  at  the  evidence,  that  it  did  in  this 
particular  case:  and,  if  any  such  temporary  refusal  as 
suggested  was  meant,  the  plea  ought  to  have  shewn  it. 
But  I  very  much  doubt  whether  a  not  marrying  at  any 
particular  time,  from  an  acute  illness  or  other  similar 
cause,  would  be  a  refusal  within  the  declaration.  It  was 
said,  indeed,  that  the  plea  amounted  to  a  traverse  of  a 
reasonable  time  having  elapsed.  It  seems  to  me  very 
inconvenient  to  allow  the  parties  to  turn  round  and  treat 
a  special  plea  like  the  present,  apparently  in  excuse,  as 
a  plea  in  denial ;  and  I  do  not  think  that  this  plea  has 
any  reference  at  all  to  the  time ;  but,  even  if  it  had,  it  does 
not  seem  to  me  to  justify  the  absolute  refusal  which  may 
have  been  the  meaning  of  the  declaration.  Such  a  refusal 
may,  consistently  with  this  declaration,  have  been  a  dis- 
claimer of  her  at  the  altar,  or  an  absolute  refusal  ever  to 
marry  her,  or  even  the  marriage  with  another  woman ; 
and  the  plea,  to  be  good,  must  be  a  good  answer  in 
omnibus.  Besides,  the  plea  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be 
treated  as  a  mere  denial  of  a  reasonable  time  having 
elapsed,  as,  to  give  it  such  a  construction,  it  should 
appear  absolutely  inconsistent  with  a  reasonable  time 
having  elapsed;  whereas  many  states  of  circumstances 
might  be  put,  consistent  with  the  averments  in  the  plea, 
and  at  the  same  time  consbtent  with  the  fact  of  a  reason- 
able time  having  elapsed,  as,  for  instance,  the  state  of 
facts  I  have  adverted  to  before,  of  the  parties  having 
chosen,  not  to  rescind,  but  to  continue,  their  engage- 
ment. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  must  be  taken,  therefore, 
as  one  confessing  a  refusal,  and  attempting  to  excuse  it. 
In  my  opinion,  to  make  it  a  good  plea,  it  should,  at  all 


1858. 


Hall 
▼. 

Wbiqht. 

Cromptom  J. 
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1858.        events,  have  gone  on  to  state  that  the  defendant  had 
"^^        elected  to  rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  his  state, 

Wright       *°^  pven  the  plaintiff  notice  of  such  rescission  before  the 
breach.     The  notice  alleged  before  the  commencement 

^^^*"^'**  ^'  of  the  action,  after  the  breach,  clearly  can  be  of  no  avaiL 
This  opinion  is,  as  I  have  before  remarked,  quite  con- 
sistent with  its  being  a  defence  to  such  an  action  that 
there  was  a  temporary  inability,  or  other  event  affording 
a  sufficient  reason  for  not  marrying  at  any  particular 
time,  as,  for  instance,  if  the  defendant  alleged  that  the 
supposed  refusal  was  the  not  marrying  at  a  particular 
time  when  he  was  ill  of  a  fever  and  so  prevented,  for 
the  time,  from  marrying ;  this  would  be  good,  either  as 
shewing  that  there  was  no  refusal  within  the  declaration, 
or  that  there  was  a  good  excuse  for  the  particular  delay 
or  alleged  refusal.  The  present  plea  appears  to  me  to 
assume  that  the  contract  was  necessarily  put  an  end  to 
by  what  had  occurred,  whereas  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
facts  as  pleaded  only,  at  most,  gave  the  defendant  the 
right  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract  on  the  ground  in 
question.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plea  is  bad :  and, 
if  so,  as  an  allegation  in  the  bad  plea,  that  of  notice, 
was  not  proved,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  ver- 
dict as  well  as  the  judgment  on  the  plea  entered  for  her, 
according  to  the  well  known  distinction  that,  where  there 
is  a  good  plea,  if  so  much  as  will  support  the  defence  is 
proved,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  verdict,  though 
unnecessary  allegations  are  not  proved ;  but,  when  the 
plea  is  bad,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  verdict  unless 
every  allegation  is  proved. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  our  judgment  should  be  that 
the  verdict  and  judgment  on  the  special  plea  should  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff. 


V. 

Wbiodt. 


ErU  J. 
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Erle  J.  Iq  this  case  it  is  material  to  define  the  1858. 
question  raised  by  the  plea.  The  declaration  alleges  a  uau. 
promise  to  marry  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  a  refusal 
aftei'  that  time  elapsed.  The  plea  alleges  that^  before 
any  breach  of  the  promise,  the  defendant  was  aflSicted 
with  dangerous  bodily  disease,  which  had  occasioned 
frequent  and  severe  bleedings  from  the  lungs,  and  by 
reason  thereof  the  defendant  was  incapable  of  marriage 
without  great  danger  to  his  life.  This  plea  was  proved, 
and  a  verdict  thereon  entered  for  the  defendant,  although 
notice  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  proved.  The  motion  is 
either  for  judgment  Non  obstante  veredicto,  upon  which 
all  intendments  within  the  allegation  are  to  be  made  in 
support  of  the  plea,  or  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, on  which  the  evidence  by  which  the  plea  was  proved 
is  to  be  considered;  but  the  effect  of  either  process  is 
the  same.  The  breach  in  the  declaration  is  confessed 
and  avoided  by  the  facts  in  the  plea  and  on  the  evidence. 
The  plea  denies  that  there  has  been  any  breach  of  the 
contract :  it  alleges  that  what  would  have  been  reason- 
able without  the  facts  in  the  plea  with  them  is  unreason- 
able, and  that  with  them  the  refusal  alleged  by  the 
plaintiff  is  justified.  The  notion  that  the  plea  refers 
to  sexual  intercourse,  and  raises  the  question  whether 
a  man  is  released  from  a  contract  to  marry  by  reason 
either  of  a  temporary  or  an  absolute  incapacity  for  such 
intercourse,  is  certainly  a  mistake,  if  the  evidence  is 
regarded,  and  in  my  opinion  is  a  mistake  if  the  allega- 
tions are  regarded.  The  pleader  has  avoided  terms  of 
anatomy  and  nosology,  and  confined  himself  to  facts 
capable  of  direct  proof;  and  the  plea  is  clearly  wide 
enough  to  admit  evidence  that  the  defendant  was  in  a 
state  of  consumption,  when  death  was  closely  imminent, 
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1858.        and  would  probably  be  immediate,  if  the  patient  was 
Hall        disturbed  by  strong  emotion. 
Wriioht.  '^®  plaintiff  contends  that  a  contract  to  marry  is  not 

subject  to  implied  conditions  peculiar  to  itself;  and  that 
a  reasonable  time  for  marrying  is  to  be  measured  by  the 
lapse  of  time,  and  not  by  the  circumstances  of  each 
party ;  and  that,  when  the  time  is  come,  the  woman  has 
a  right  either  to  a  husband  or  to  damages  in  lieu  thereof; 
and  that  the  fatal  consequence  of  the  marriage  to  the 
husband  is  either  immaterial  to  the  wife,  or  a  ground  for 
greater  damage,  as  a  widow  may  get  more  of  her  former 
husband's  assets  than  a  wife. 

But  there  is  no  authority  to  support  this  view ;  and 
there  seems  to  me  to  be  much  reason  and  authority 
against  it.     A  contract  to  marry  has  some  peculiar  in- 
cidents arising  from  its  nature.     The  contract  has  been 
held  to  be  avoided  by  the  immorality  of  the  plaintiff, 
whether  man  or  woman ;  per  Lord  Kenyony  Foulkes  v. 
Selhoay  (a)  ;  per  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Irving  v.  Greenwood  (Jb) : 
by  brutal  and  violent  manners  and  threats  of  ill  usage  by 
the  man ;   per  Lord  Ellenboroughy  Leeds  v.   Cook  (c) : 
by  the  bad  character  of  the  man ;  per  Gibbs  C.  J.  in 
Baddeley  v.  Morilock{d)i  by  such  ill  health  as  an  aggra- 
vated abscess  on  the  breast  of  the  man ;  per  Lord  Kenyon 
in  Atchinson  v.  Baker  {e).     All  of  these  Judges  have 
assumed  that  the  purpose  of  the  contract  was  comfort 
in  cohabitation,  and  that  some  causes  of  probable  misery 
rendered  it  void.     The  French  law,  according  to  Pothiery 
admitted  ill  health  to  a  certain  degree  to  avoid  the  con- 
tract.    There  are  cases  of  bodily  disease   and   moral 

(a)  3  E9p,  236.  (6)  I  C.  ^  P.  350. 

(c)  4  E$p.  256.  (rf)  I  HoWi  N.  P.  C.  151. 

(#)  2  P^dk'f  N.  P,  a  103. 
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disease.     There   is  no   doubt   that  intellectual  disease        1858. 
would  also  avoid  it,  as  the  marriage  would  be  null  if        hall 
the  mind  was  unsound.     It  has  also  been  held  that  the      wbiqbt. 
cause  of  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  dies 
with  the  person  and  cannot  be  enforced  by  the  executor; 
Chamberlain   v.   Williamson  (a).     The   principle  to  be 
deduced  from  these  cases  seems  to  me  to  be,  that  a 
contract  to  marry  is  assumed  in  law  to  be  made  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  comfort,  and  is  avoided  if,  by  the  act 
of  God  or  the  opposite  party,  the  circumstances  are  so 
changed  as  to  make  intense  misery  instead  of  mutual 
comfort  the  probable  result  of  performing  the  contract 

Within  this  principle  the  pica  here  is  a  valid  defence.  ' 
The  near  approach  of  death  by  a  fatal  disease  precludes 
any  hope  of  personal  comfort  from  cohabitation :  and,  if 
death  is  knowingly  hastened  thereby,  each  party,  by  per- 
forming the  contract,  might  incur  the  criminal  guilt  of 
intentionally  causing  death.  Thus  far  I  have  considered 
the  case  as  if  the  contract  had  been  to  marry  on  a  given 
day,  and  on  that  day  the  defendant  did  not  marry,  being 
prevented  by  dangerous  illness.  But  the  promise  here 
was  to  marry  in  a  reasonable  time :  and,  on  such  a  pro* 
mise,  the  circumstances  of  each  party  are  to  be  considered 
in  deciding  when  the  reasonable  time  has  arrived.  The 
test  lies,  not  in  the  number  of  days,  but  in  the  reasons 
that  produced  the  delay  originally,  and  the  alteration  in 
the  situation  of  the  parties  when  the  time  is  supposed  to 
have  arrived.  On  such  a  contract,  it  is  in  the  extreme 
unreasonable  to  say  that  the  time  for  performing  it  is 
come  when  immediate  death  would  be  a  probable  conse- 
quence of  doing  so,  and  when,  if  delay  was  gpranted, 
either  health  might  be  restored  or  the  release  by  death 

(a)  2  M.^  S.  408. 
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1858.       obtained.    If  the  defendant  was  confined  by  a  dangerous 

"^^        wound  from  which  he  might  recover  if  he  rested  awhile 

-_  ▼•  undisturbed,  it  seems  to  me  certain  that  he  would  have 

Wright. 

a  right  to  some  delay ;  and,  whether  the  wound  in  the 
Erlt  J.       lungs  be  by  a  deadly  weapon  or  a  deadly  disease,  if  the 
consequences  to  health  are  the  same,  the  right  of  the 
party  to  an  extension  of  the  time  ought  to  be  the  same. 

I  have  taken  the  plea  as  if  notice  had  not  been  averred ; 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  that 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  succeed  on  this  defence^ 
although  he  gave  no  notice  of  his  state  before  this  plea 
was  pleaded. 

WifhimanJ.  WiGHTMAN'J.  This  is  an  actiou  for  breach  of  pro- 
mise of  marriage.  It  was  alleged  in  the  declaration  that 
the  defendant  promised  to  m^rry  the  plaintiff  within  a 
reasonable  time ;  that  such  time  had  elapsed,  but  that 
the  defendant  refused  to  marry  her. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that,  after  the  agreement  and 
before  the  breach,  he  became  and  was,  and  continued 
to  be  down  to  the  time  of  the  plea  pleaded,  afflicted 
with  a  disease  by  reason  of  which  be  was  incapable  of 
marriage  without  great  danger  to  his  life,  and  that  he 
was  therefore  unfit  for  the  married  state ;  whereof  the 
plaintiff  had  notice. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  allegations  in  the  plea  were  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  (with  the  exception  of  the 
allegation  of  notice,  which  was  not  proved);  and  the 
verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant  upon  that  plea. 
The  defendant  admits  by  his  plea  that  he  did  promise 
the  plaintiff  to  marry  her  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
that,  at  the  expiration  of  a  reasonable  time,  he  refused 
to  marry  her:  but  he  alleges,  as  a  sufficient  reason  for 
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his  refusal,  and  the  jury  have  found  that  his  allegatioi^ 
are  true,  that,  after  the  promise,  and  before  and  at  the 
time  of  his  refusal,  and  down  to  the  time  of  pleading, 
he  became  afflicted  with  a  disease  which  rendered  him 
incapable  of  marriage  withcTut  great  danger  to  his  life, 
and  that  he  was  therefore  unfit  for  the  married  state. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  what  may  or  may  not  be 
necessary  physical  qualifications  for  the  married  state ; 
for  the  jury  have  found  that  he  could  not  enter  into  the 
married  state  without  great  danger  to  his  life,  and  that 
he  was  therefore  unfit  for  marriage. 

The  question  is.  Whether  this  plea,  proved  as  it  is  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  shews  a  sufficient  excuse  for 
the  non-performance  of  the  promise  to  marry  as  alleged 
in  the  declaration.  Is  a  man  bound  by  law  to  fulfil  a 
promise  to  marry,  which,  by  reason  of  circumstances 
occurring  since  the  promise,  and  by  no  default  of  his, 
cannot  be  fulfilled  without  great  danger  to  his  life  ?  If 
the  performance  of  the  promise  had  become  impossible 
by  the  act  of  God,  it  would  have  been  an  excuse  for 
non  performance:  but,  in  the  present  case,  the  per- 
formance of  the  promise  is  not  alleged  to  be,  nor  is  it, 
impossible,  but  only  highly  dangerous  to  the  life  of  the 
person  promising. 

The  nature  of  the  contract  to  marry  is  such  that  it 
seems  only  reasonable  that,  if,  firom  disease  subsequently 
intervening,  it  cannot  be  fulfilled  without  great  danger 
to  the  life  of  one  of  the  parties,  its  performance  should 
on  that  ground  be  excused.  Such  a  disease,  as  long  as 
it  exbts,  would,  I  think,  be  a  *' just  impediment"  to  the 
marriage. 

The  plea  does  not  amount  to  a  rescinding  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  defendant :  nor  is  it  an  attempt  to  rescind 


1858. 
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1858.        i^9  as  he  may  recover,  and  be  able  to  perform  it:  but  it 

^^        shews  a  state  of  circumstances  existing  down  to  the  time 

Wbioht       ^^  P'®*  pleaded,  which,  he  says,  justifies  the  refusal  to 

marry  as  stated  in  the  declaration.     The  want  of  notice 

mghtmoH  J.    j^j^  ^^^  appear  to  me  to  be'material. 

Some  old  authorities  were  referred  to  upon  the  argu- 
ment, and,  in  particular,  a  case  of  Lawrence  v.  T\oenti'' 
man  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that,  if  a  man  covenant  to 
build  a  house  before  a  certain  day,  and  the  plague  breaks 
out  in  the  place  where  the  house  is  to  be  built  before 
the  day,  and  continues  until  after  the  day,  the  covenantor 
is  excused  from  the  performance  of  his  covenant  at  the 
day;  for  the  law,  it  is  said,  will  not  compel  him  to 
venture  his  life  for  it,  but  he  may  do  it  after.  There  is 
also  a  case  of  Atchinson  v.  Baker  (6),  reported  in  Peake*s 
Additional  Cases,  in  which  Lord  Kenyan  is  said  to  have 
held  that  bodily  infirmity  arising  after  the  contract  is  a 
good  reason  for  either  of  the  parties  to  break  it  off. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  our 
judgment  should  be  for  the  defendant. 

Lord  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     In   this  case  I  begin  with 

considering  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  third  plea,  and 
what  it  must  be  understood  to  allege.  This  plea  appears 
to  me  to  be  pleaded,  not  in  excuse  or  suspension  of  the 
performance  of  the  promise  to  marry,  but,  admitting  a 
breach,  to  be  pleaded  in  dischai^e  of  the  promise ;  nor 
does  it,  in  substance,  allege  that  the  defendant  could 
not,  without  danger  to  his  life,  go  through  the  ceremony 
of  marriage,  but  only  that  he  could  not  without  danger 
to  his  life  perform  the  duties  of  marriage. 

(a)  ]  RoU,  Abr.  450.  Condition  (G)  pi.  10. 
(6)  2  Ptake*  S,  P.  C.  103. 
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A  contract  of  marriage,  like  any  other  contract,  may  1858. 

be  shewn  to  be  void  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent  mis-  hall 
representation  or  fraudulent  suppression.  This  contract  wbight 
of  marriage,  likewise,  has  peculiar  incidents,  by  reason 
of  which  the  performance  of  it  may  be  excused.  If,  CMimbea C.J, 
subsequently  to  the  contract,  the  woman  has  been  guilty 
of  incontinence,  the  man,  at  his  choice,  is  excused  from 
the  performance  of  his  promise,  which  was  given  under 
the  implied  condition  that  the  woman  should  continue 
chaste.  So,  if,  by  bodily  disease,  it  should  become  impos- 
sible for  him,  without  danger  to  his  health,  to  go  through 
the  ceremony  of  marriage  at  the  appointed  day,  giving 
reasonable  notice  of  this  to  the  woman,  or  shewing  some 
thing  whereby  notice  might  be  excused,  he  might  justify 
the  postponement  of  the  performance  of  his  promise. 
So,  if,  by  mental  disease,  he  had  become  incapable  of 
giving  assent  in  the  celebration  of  the  marriage,  the 
woman  certainly  could  maintain  no  action  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract  But  here  the  defendant  does  not  seek 
to  excuse  himself  for  refusing  to  marry  the  plaintiff 
within  a  reasonable  time,  giving  her  notice  of  the  tem- 
porary impediment,  but  considers  the  contract  as  ipso 
facto  at  an  end  by  his  supervening  bodily  incapacity. 
His  plea  would,  I  think,  have  been  proved  by  evidence 
that,  at  the  time  when  he  ought  to  have  married  the 
plaintiff,  he  had  become  unfit  for  the  procreation  of 
children  without  danger  to  his  life.  The  question, 
therefore,  seems  to  arise,  Whether,  if,  subsequently  to  a 
contract  to  marry,  one  of  the  parties,  by  bodily  disease, 
becomes  unfit  for  the  most  important  duty  of  marriage, 
the  procreation  of  children,  the  contract  to  marry  is 
thereby  dissolved,  so  that  the  party  so  rendered  unfit, 
being  sued  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  may  establish  a    . 
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1858        defence  by  simply  alleging  and  proving  the  supervening 
Hall       unfitness. 
Weight.  ^^  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  proposition,  there 

certainly  is  the  high  authority  of  Pothier,  one  of  the 
GiM/,6t// c. J.  most  celebrated  of  modem  jurists;  who,  in  his  Traite 
du  Mariage^  part  2.  ch.  1.  art.  61.,  says:  *'I  am  dis- 
charged from  a  promise  to  marry"  (^^  de  Tengagement 
des  fian^ailles,"  understood  in  France  to  be  a  promise 
to  marry  made  in  the  presence  of  a  priest),  "  not  only 
when  there  happens  to  the  person  to  whom  I  am  en- 
gaged something  which,  could  I  have  foreseen  it,  would 
have  prevented  me  from  entering  into  the  engagement ; 
but,  still  further,  I  am  discharged  when  something  hap- 
pens to  me  which,  could  I  have  foreseen  it,  would  have 
prevented  me  from  entering  into  the  engagement.  For 
example,  if  I  become  afflicted  with  some  disease  which 
does  not  permit  me  to  enter  into  the  state  of  marriage 
without  the  risk  of  injuring  my  health,  as  if  I  become 
consumptive"  ("pulmonique").  According  to  this  doc- 
trine, the  party  who  so  becomes  unfit  by  a  tendency  to 
consumption  has  a  right  to  consider  the  contract  dis- 
solved, the  other  party  wishing  the  marriage  ceremony 
to  be  performed ;  and,  the  defendant's  third  plea  being 
sufficient  without  the  allegation  of  notice,  that  allegation 
need  not  be  proved.  But  the  continuation  of  the  same 
section  destroys  the  authority  of  Pothiery  by  shewing 
that  the  law  of  France  upon  this  subject  is  entirely 
different  from  that  of  England.  For,  having  said,  "  if  I 
become  consumptive,"  he  adds :  "  or  if  it  be  any  other 
disease  which  disqualifies  me  from  gaining  my  livelihood, 
or  if  there  happens  to  me  a  derangement  of  my  fortune 
which  takes  away  from  me  the  power  of  supporting  the 
expences  of  the  marriage  which  we  had  promised  to  enter 
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into.     In  these  and  other  similar  cases  I  am  dispensed        1868. 
from  keeping  my  promise  of  marriage,  which  I  would         -q^ 
not  have  made  if  I  could  have  foreseen  what  would  have      y^J^Qar 
happened."   Pothier  himself  says,  elsewhere,  in  the  same 
treatise,  part  1.  ch.  1,  s.  4.,  "Le  commerce  charnel  n'est  campbeUC.  J. 
point  de  Tessence  du  mariage"  (of  which  he  gives  an 
example  which  it  would  be  irreverent  to  repeat) ;  and 
he  recognises  the  maxim  of  Ulpiarif  "  Nuptias  consensus^ 
non    cancubitus,    facit."     The    only   English    authority 
bearing  directly  upon  the  question,  how  far  a  contract 
to  marry  is  dissolved  by  supervening  disease,  is  the  dic- 
tum of  Lord  Kenyan  in  Atchinson  v.  Baker  (a) :  "  If  the 
condition  of  the  parties  was  changed  after  the  time  of 
making  the  contract,  it  was  a  good  cause  for  either  party 
to  break  off  the  connection."     But  this  was  said  merely 
obiter  in  a  case  in  which  the  refusal  to  marry  was  on 
the  part  of  the  lady,  who,  subsequently  to  her  promise, 
discovered  that   the  gentleman  had  an  abscess  in  his 
breast^  which  he  had  concealed  from  her :  and  the  dic- 
ttim  in  its  latitude  is  not  supported  by  any  decision  to 
be  found  in  our  books.     As  yet  there  has  been  no  deci- 
sion that  for  anything  supervening  after  the  contract  to 
marry,  unfitting  either  party  fully  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  married  state,  the  party  so  unfitted  may  treat  the 
contract  as  dissolved,  the  other  still  desiring  that  the 
marriage  ceremony  should  be  performed. 

We  find  the  general  rule  upon  this  subject  laid  down 
in  Paradine  v.  Jane  (b) :  "  Where  the  law  creates  a  duty 
or  charge,  and  the  party  is  disabled  to  perform  it  without 
any  default  in  him,  and  hath  no  remedy  over,  there  the 
law  will  excuse  him."  ^'  But  when  the  party  by  his  own 
contract  creates  a  duty  or  charge  upon  himself,  he  is 

(o)  2  Pea*«'f  N.  P.  C.  103.  (6)  Ale^,  26. 
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1868.  bound  to  make  it  good,  if  he  may,  notwithstanding 
g^jj^  any  accident  by  inevitable  necessity,  because  he  might 
Whight.  ^^^  provided  against  it  by  his  contract.  And  therefore 
if  the  lessee  covenant  to  repair  a  house,  though  it  be 
CampMi  c.  J.  burnt  by  lightning,  or  thrown  down  by  enemies,  yet  he 
ought  to  repair  it"  This  is  quite  consistent  with  the 
rule  laid  down  in  1  RoL  Ab.  450,  Condition  (G)  pL  10.: 
**  If  a  man  covenant  to  build  a  house  before  such  a  day, 
and  afterwards  the  plague  is  there  before  the  day,  and 
continues  there  till  after  the  day,  this  shall  excuse  him 
from  the  breach  of  the  covenant  for  not  doing  thereof 
before  the  day ;  for  the  law  will  not  compel  him  to  ven- 
ture his  life  for  it,  but  he  may  do  it  after.'*  Time  not 
being  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the  existence  of  the 
plague  might  be  pleaded  in  suspension,  and  in  excuse  of 
performance  of  it  on  that  day :  but  the  contract  was  not 
dissolved :  and,  if  the  house  had  not  been  built  in  rea- 
sonable time  afterwards,  the  covenantor  would  have  been 
liable  in  damages.  So,  if  a  man  be  bound  in  an  obliga* 
tion  to  A.  conditioned  to  infeoff  B,,  a  stranger,  and  B. 
refuse,  the  obligation  is  forfeited;  for  the  obligor  has 
taken  upon  him  to  make  the  feoffment  (a).  This  rule 
has  been  often  applied  to  mercantile  contracts,  as  in 
Barker  v.  Hodgson  (6),  where  it  was  held  that  the  char- 
terer of  a  ship,  who  covenants  to  send  a  cai^o  alongside 
at  a  foreign  port,  is  not  excused  from  sending  it  along- 
side, though,  in  consequence  of  the  prevalence  of  an 
infectious  disorder  at  the  port,  all  public  intercourse  was 
prohibited  by  the  law  at  the  port,  and  though  he  could 
not  have  had  communication  without  danger  of  con- 
tracting the  disorder.  Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J. :  ^^  Per- 
haps it  is  too  much  to  say  that  the  freighter  was  compel- 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  209.  a.  (6)  3  M,  ^  S,  267. 
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table  to  load  hb  cargo ;  but  if  he  was  unable  to  do  the  1858. 
ihinj^  is  he  not  answerable  for  it  upon  his  covenant  ?"  u^ 
" The  question  here  is,  on  which  side  the  burthen  is  to  yfj^^j'^j, 
UL  If  indeed  the  performance  of  this  covenant  had 
been  rendered  unlawful  by  the  government  of  this  Q^j^piJi  c.  j. 
cooDtrjy  the  contract  would  have  been  dissolved  on 
both  sides,  and  this  defendant,  inasmuch  as  he  had  been 
coDpelled  to  abandon  his  contract,  would  have  been 
excused  for  the  non-performance  of  it,  and  not  liable  to 
dimages.  But  if  in  consequence  of  events  which  happen 
It  t  foreign  port,  the  freighter  is  prevented  from  furnish- 
ing a  loading  there,  which  he  has  contracted  to  furnish, 
die  contract  is  neither  dissolved,  nor  is  he  excused  for 
not  performing  it,  but  must  answer  in  damages."  Is 
hoe  any  reason  why  this  rule  should  not  be  applied 
otbe  contract  of  marriage,  at  least  where  the  ceremony 
if  marriage  may  be  duly  celebrated,  and  the  relation  of 
Uisband  and  wife  thereby  constituted  between  the  par- 
ies? The  counsel  for  the  defendant  argued  that,  in  his 
Imgerous  state  of  health,  as  described  in  the  plea,  he  is 
a  the  same  situation  as  if  by  disease,  or  accident,  or 
loleDce,  he  had  suffered  mutilation.  In  that  case  he 
ertainly  could  not  have  maintained  an  action  against 
be  lady  for  refusing  on  that  account  to  marry  him. 
lot  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that,  if  she  had 
aired  to  be  married  by  him  and  he  had  refused  to 
lairy  her,  he  would  not  have  been  liable  to  an  actiop. 
tj  eoch  a  marriage  she  could  not  have  become  the 
lother  of  children ;  but  she  might  nevertheless  have 
ten  affectionately  attached  to  him,  and  might  have 
Cttiooently  desired  to  enjoy  the  consortium  vitse  with 
un;  she  might  have  obtained  rank  and  station  in 
^ty  as  his  wife ;  and,  as  his  widow,  she  might  have 
^n  dowablc  of  hb  lauds.     The  defendant  suggests  the 
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1858.        impossibility  of  entering  into  the  married  slate  under 
^j^^        such  circumstances ;  but  he  may  well  pay  damages  for 
Vfn^onT.       refusiDg  to  do  SO. 

If  the  third  plea  could  be  considered  as  in  excuse 
CampbJi  C.  J.  ^^^Jf  ^ithout  treating  the  contract  as  dissolved,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  bad  for  not  averring  that,  before  or  at 
the  expiration  of  the  reasonable  time  within  which  the 
marriage  ought  to  have  been  solemnized,  the  plaintiff 
had  notice  of  the  defendant's  dangerous  state  of  health 
which  constituted  the  impediment,  or  at  least  alleging 
some  reason  (as  from  the  suddenness  of  the  illness  which 
overtook  him)  why  he  did  not  give  her  notice.   Without 
any  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  defendant's  illness,  it 
may  not  improbably  have  happened  that,  when  the  time 
for  the   celebration  of  the   marriage   approached,   she 
made  all  usual  and  becoming  preparations  for  her  change 
of  condition ;  and,  attired  as  a  bride,  she  may  even  have 
expected  him  at  the  altar  to  ful61  his  vow.     The  plea 
merely  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action;   and  the  jury  found  that 
no  such  notice  had  been  given.     Indeed  he  could  not 
have  given  her  notice;  for,  according  to  the  evidence, 
he  was  not  aware  of  his  danger;   and  he  must  have 
refused  to  perform  his  contract  for  some  other  reason. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  action  is 
maintainable ;  that  the  plea  is  bad ;  that  the  defendant 
has  not  proved  a  material  allegation  in  the  plea;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  damages  which  the 
jury  have  awarded  to  her. 

The  Court  being  thus  equally  divided,  the  junior 
Judge  formally  withdrew  his  opinion. 

Rule  discharged. 
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[1859.] 


IN    THE    EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER.  [November 

2bth,  1869.] 

Isabella  Hall  against  George  Wright. 

^HE  plaintiff  having  appealed  against  the  above  deci-  For  marginal 
sion,  the  case  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  p.  74^        ' 
in  Hilary  Vacation,  1859  (a). 

MelUshj  for  the  appellant  (plaintiff  below).  On  the 
record  and  postea  it  most  be  taken  that  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  expiration  of  a  reasonable  time,  gave  notice  to  the 
defendant  of  her  readiness  to  marry  him,  and  that  he 
did  not,  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  give 
her  any  notice  of  his  illness.  Now  the  plea  does  not 
allege  incurable  illness.  [PoUoch  C.  B.  What  is  the 
meaning  of  the  words  ^^  unfit  for  the  married  state  T^ 
The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  interpreted 
those  words  in  different  senses.  But  the  plea  alleges  only 
unfitness  arising  firom  disease  producing  bleeding  from 
the  lungs,  and  consequent  incapacity  for  marriage  with- 
out danger  to  the  life  of  the  defendant.  A  consumptive 
patient  is  frequently  deceived  as  to  the  state  of  his  health. 
The  contract  cannot  be  avoided  by  a  &ct  not  known  to 
cither  of  the  contracting  parties.  But  the  plea  does  not 
shew  that  even  the  defendant,  when  he  broke  off  the 
contract,  knew  of  the  facts  alleged.  [PoUoch  C.  B.  Where 
a  contract  is  such  that,  firom  its  nature,  it  is  subject  to 
implied  exceptions,  it  need  not  be  shewn  that  it  was 

(a)  Fc6r«ary  2d  and  4th. 
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[1859.]       made  with  such  exceptions.    Crowder  J.    If  a  man  under- 
^^^        takes  to  paint  a  picture,  and  then  becomes  blind,  is  he 

Wbight  "^^  within  such  an  exception  ?]  Here  nothing  appears 
to  raise  more  than  an  excuse  for  postponing  performance. 
A  man  might  be  taken  ill  with  the  scarlet  fever  on  the 
day  immediately  preceding  the  day  fixed  for  the  marriage : 
that  might  excuse  the  immediate  performance,  but  would 
not  justify  a  complete  breach  of  the  contract.  Suppose 
a  person  engaged  to  sing  at  a  theatre  catches  cold,  so  as 
to  incapacitate  him  from  singing,  he  may  be  excused 
from  singing  while  the  incapacity  continues;  but  this 
would  not  justify  his  renouncing  the  contract ;  and,  if 
he  did  so  renounce,  the  party  with  whom  he  contracted 
might  sue  immediately ;  Hochster  v.  De  La  Tour  (a). 
The  plea  is,  as  Crompton  J.  pointed  out,  in  confession 
and  avoidance :  it  therefore  admits  an  absolute  breach : 
and  it  must  justify  all  that  could  be  proved  under  the 
declaration :  and  the  declaration  therefore  cannot  be 
understood  as  merely  complaining  of  a  breach  at  a  par- 
ticular time,  nor  the  plea  as  pleaded  in  respect  of  such 
limited  breach.  And  the  justice  of  this  construction 
appears  from  this :  that,  if  the  plea  had  addressed  itself 
to  a  particular  time,  the  plaintiff  might  have  new  as- 
signed. The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  require  that  the 
two  should  remain  in  the  relation  of  engaged  parties : 
it  is  a  breach  to  destroy  that  relation.  In  WUd  v. 
Harris  {b)  the  record  shewed  that  the  parties  contracted 
to  marry  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  that,  at  the  time 
of  the  contract,  the  defendant  was  married,  which  the 
plaintiff  did  not  know :  and  it  was  held  that  the  con- 
sideration was  sufficient,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  had 
engaged  to  remain  single,  and  that  the  action  lay  for 

(a)  2  E,^  B.  678.  (b)  7  Com,  B.  999. 
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breach  of  the  contract  Here,  whatever  right  the  plain-  [1859.] 
tiff  might  have  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract,  the  de-  "Bazl 
fendant  had  no  such  election.  Suppose  a  master  to  whJ^qht. 
contract  to  navigate  a  ship  in  the  English  Channel  and 
thence  to  the  West  Indies ;  and  that  he  afterwards  finds 
himself  in  a  state  which  incapacitates  him  from  navigating 
to  the  West  Indies^  but  not  from  navigating  in  the  Chan^ 
nel:  the  other  contractor  may,  if  he  pleases,  renounce  the 
contract :  but  can  be  not  call  on  the  master  to  navigate 
in  the  Channel  f  The  incapacity  merely  brings  the  case 
within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Paradine  v.  Jane  (a) :  a 
contractor  may,  by  the  common  law,  break  his  contract ; 
but  he  must  pay  damages  for  doing  so.  Besides,  it  does 
not  appear  here  but  that  the  defendant  brought  the  inca- 
pacity on  himself:  if  so,  he  cannot  set  it  up  for  a  defence 
any  more  than  he  could  set  up  his  having  been  married 
to  another  woman  at  the  time  of  the  contract  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  consequent  inability  to  perform  the  con- 
tract. [Pollock  C.  B.  In  Wild  v.  Harris  (J)  was  the  action 
for  not  performing  the  contract,  or  for  making  it  when 
defendant  knew  that  he  could  not  perform  it  ?]  It  was 
for  not  performing  the  contract.  [Bramwell  B.  It  would 
be  absurd  to  say  that  he  had  contracted  subject  to  the 
condition  of  his  not  being  married.]  The  law  oi  England 
differs,  as  to  the  marriage  contract,  from  the  foreign  law : 
this  sufficiently  appears  firom  the  comment  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  on  the  passage  which  he  cites  from  Pothier. 
The  law  as  to  contracts  in  general  is  shewn  by  Barker 
v.  Hodgson  (c)  :  the  impossibility  of  performing  a  con- 
tract does  not  relieve  the  contractor  firom  paying  damages 
for  the  breach,  though  illegality  would  do  so.     There 

(a)   Aleyn,  26.  (&)  7  Com.  B.  999. 

(c)  3  AT.  ^  5r.  267. 
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[1859.]       ai^  many  decisions,  on  the  subject  of  mercantile  con- 
Hall        tracts,  to  the  same  eflTect     [Pollock  C.  B.     Suppose  the 

Wright       impediment  arose  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.]     That 
would  furnish  an  answer  to  the  action.     [^Cockbum  C.  J. 
Suppose  the  woman  broke  the  contract,  on  the  ground 
that  she  had  a  disease  which  would  make  marriage  fatel 
to  her,  though  not  one  which  would  make  her  incom- 
petent for  marriage.]     Perhaps  it  might  be  said  that  she 
was  not  bound  to  destroy  herself:  but  the  excuse  must 
at  least  be  grounded  on  facts  which  would  afford  a  valid 
cause  for  separation.      On  the  other  side,  reliance  is 
placed  on  Atchinson  v.  Baker  (a).     There  the  defendant, 
a  woman,  refused  to  perform  the  contract  of  marriage 
because  she  discovered  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  abscess  in 
his  breast.  The  defendant,  at  her  option,  might  insist  on 
the  objection.   The  decision,  however,  was  simply  on  the 
ground  of  a  variance.    In  1  BoL  Abr,  450,  Condition  (G.) 
pi.  10.,  it  is  said :  **  Si  home  covenant  de  edifier  un  mmson 
devant  tiel  jour,  et  puis  le  plague  est  la  devant  le  jour, 
et  continue  la  tanque  apres  le  jour,  ceo  ezcusera  luy  del 
breach  del  covenant  pur  non  fesans  de  ceo  devant  le  jour, 
car  la  ley  ne  voilt  luy  compell  a  venture  son  vie  pur  ceo, 
raes  il  doit  ceo  faire  apres ;"  and  for  this  reference  is 
made  to  a  case  of  HiL  8  Ja, ;  Latorence  v.  Twentiman  (6). 
It  may  be  doubted  whether  that  is  good  law.    The  ques- 
tion was  only  as  to  the  necessity  of  performing  the  con- 
tract at  the  time  named :  and  it  appears  to  have  been 
held  that  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract ; 
but  at  common  law  it  is  sa 

Edward  James^  contra.     The  contract  of  marriage  is 

(o)  2  PeoJU'i  AT.  P.  C.  103.  (fc)   1  Rol.  Abr,  460. 
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peculiar;  and  no  analogy  is  supplied  by  decisions  upon  [1859.} 
commercial  contracts.  Indeed  it  seldom  is  made  by  ex-  Uaus 
press  words.  The  question  here  is,  What  are  the  implied  wbight. 
and  inherent  conditions  of  the  contract?  Is  it  not  one 
of  those  conditions  that,  if  either  party  becomes,  by  the 
act  of  God  or  of  law,  incapable  of  performing  the  con- 
tract, the  performance  is  excused  ?  The  defendant  does 
not  ask  to  be  exonerated  firom  the  contract :  he  says  that 
the  contract  is  not  to  marry  under  such  circumstances. 
The  condition  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  contract  as  the 
condition  that  the  parties  shall  live.  In  Co.  Lit  205.  b. 
Lord  Coke,  after  stating  that  the  intent  and  true  mean- 
ing of  conditions  upon  which  feoffments  are  made  shall 
be  performed,  goes  on  to  distinguish  them  from  a  '*  con- 
dition of  an  obligation,  recognizance  or  such  like  ;^  and 
he  shews  that,  though  an  impossibility  subsequently  arising 
does  not  defeat  an  estate  which  has  been  vested  by  a  con- 
ditional feoffment  (a),  an  obligation  is  saved  by  such 
subsequent  impossibility.  And  the  principle  appears  to 
be  allowed,  as  applicable  to  contracts  to  marry,  in  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  below.  It  is  also  in 
conformity  with  the  authorities  cited  below  by  JSrle  J. 
[Martin  B.  A  man  cannot  himself  set  up  as  a  defence 
that  he  is  of  a  brutal  temper.]  The  reason  of  that  is, 
that  he  is  not  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  therefore  cannot  plead  such  matter:  but, 
if  it  could  be  pleaded,  it  would  be  an  excuse.  It  is  law 
that  a  roan  cannot  marry  his  father^s  wife's  daughter :  if 
a  man  contracts  with  a  woman  whose  mother  his  father 
afterwards  marries,  is  the  contract  in  force  ?  [fFUles  J. 
If  you  look  at  Bum's  Eccl.  £.,  vol.  2.  p.  440.,  title  Mar^ 

(a)  See  The  Earl  of  Shrewsbtay  v.  Scati,  6  Com.  B.  N.  S.\.  178. 
E.   D.   &   E.  3d 
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[1859.]  ^^i^V^  Lf  joo  will  find  that  the  Qlegilitj  is  only  in  many- 
'^a]^  ing  soch  a  dai^ter  if  she  is  his  fiither^s  o&{Hing(al^  in 
which  case  the  maniage  is  ToidaUe  (thoi^  not  Trnd,  as 
in  the  case  of  marriage  with  a  grandmother) :  if  she  is 
his  stepmother  s  daughter  by  a  former  husband,  there  is 
no  illegality.]  There  is  a  fiJlacy  in  treating  this  as  m 
plea  in  confiession  and  avcndance :  no  breach  is  confessed  ; 
it  is  only  shewn  that  the  conditional  contract  fiuk  by  the 
&ilure  of  the  condition.  It  is  said  that  sexual  interGOorse 
is  not  the  only  object  of  marriage ;  and  that  is  so;  in 
the  Digest^  lib.  50.  t.  17.  s.  30.,  it  is  said,  ''  Nuptias  non 
OHicubitus^sed  consensus  fecit:''  but  it  is  at  least  an  essen- 
tial part  of  the  contract  If,  after  marriage,  it  turned  out 
that  the  husband  had  been  throughout  incapable  in  this 
respect,  the  wife  might,  not  get  the  marriage  dissolved, 
but  have  it  declared  null  ab  initio.  Suppose  the  woman, 
after  marriage,  reftised  the  conjugal  rights  to  the  husband 
on  the  ground  that  the  exercise  of  them  would  endanger 
her  life :  there  might  in  that  case  be  a  sentence  of  divorce, 
according  to  the  ecclesiastical  law.  It  is  to  be  observed 
here  that  the  plea  is  not  so  narrow  as  an  averment  of 
incapacity  to  procreate :  it  avers  that  the  defendant  is 
**  incapable  of  marriage  without  great  danger  of  his  life.** 
Can  the  contract  be  understood  as  extending  to  such  a 
case?  [^PoUock  C.  B.  A  man  may  endanger  his  life 
by  serving  his  country  as  a  soldier,  or  by  sittii^  by  the 
bed  of  a  dying  friend,  or  by  going  up  in  a  balloon.  But 
perhaps  you  may  say  that  a  man  is  not  to  attempt  bis 
own  life  under  such  circumstances  that,  if  the  attempt 
succeeds,  it  will  be  self-murder.]  It  is  urged  that  the 
party  contracting,  if  he  cannot  perform  the  contract, 
must  pay  damages  for  the  breach.     [^Pollock^  (>.  B.    The 

(a)  See  2  Co.  Imt.  G84 ;  stat  25  U,  8.  c.  22.  *.  3. ;  28  ^.  8.  c.  7.  *  1 1. 
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question  is,  what  is  the  contract  ?]    That  is  so.    Suppose      [1859.] 

a  man  promises  to  marry  on  a  given  day,  and  on  that        nHH 

day  is  unable  to  leave  his  bed.     In  Sparrow  v,  Sowgate{a)      vvbioiit. 

a  bond  was  conditioned  that  defendant,  who  had  become 

bail  for  R.  in  an  action  of  debt  by  plaintiff  against  J!., 

would,  if  JS.  was  convict  in  the  action,  and  did  not  pay 

the  sum  adjudged  or  render  himself  to  prison,  pay  the 

sum ;  and  plaintiff  recovered  against  J!.,  who  did  not 

pay  or  render  himself:  defendant  pleaded  that  J!,  died 

after  judgment  and  before  any  ca.  sa.  issued ;  and  this  was 

held  a  good  plea  on  demurrer.     In  iViUiams  v.  Lloyd  (b) 

plaintiff  declared  (hat  he  delivered  a  horse  to  defendant, 

who  promised  to  redeliver  it  on  request ;  that  defendant 

had  been  requested  to  redeliver,  but  refused :  defendant 

pleaded  that  the  horse  died  before  the  request:  and  this 

was  held  a  good  bar.   The  passage  cited  from  1  RoL  Abr. 

450.  by  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  is  allowed  by  him  to  be  law, 

though  the  reason  which  he  gives  is  questionable.     It  is 

not  that  time  is  nof  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  but 

that  the  law  will  not  compel  a  party  to  venture  hb  life. 

Time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  as  much  as  in  the 

case  of  a  bond  to  pay  on  a  certain  day,  where  payment 

after  the  day  was  no  defence  before  stat.  4  Amu  c.  16. 

*.  12.     (He  also  referred  to  Mortimer  v.  Mortimer  (c).) 

Mellishy  in  reply.  The  rule  as  to  conditions  is  inap- 
plicable to  promises  or  covenants :  the  true  effect  of  a 
condition,  properly  so  called,  appears  from  Com.  Dig. 
Condition  (B  1.).  The  principle  of  the  decision  in 
Sparrow  v.  Sowgate  {a)  is  that  the  obligor  was  bound 
only  to  place  the  obligee  in  the  same  position  as  he 

(a)  !(»'.)  Jonet,  29.  (6)  1  (  W,)  Janef,  179. 

(e)  2  Hapg.  Con.  C.  C,  310. 

3    D   2 
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rw#w  H^,  ^Aiwm  B«     TUt  was  an  appeal  finom  the  jodjgnieiDt 

/</  f  Im;  ^>i«irt  <[/  Queen*!  Benchy  hi  vhicfa  jo^isent  was 

Th^  ffnefiium  tarns  oo  a  fpedal  plea.     Hie  actioo 
WM  fir>f  breacb  of  promiae  of  marria^;  io  which  the 

(If)  Harri$>om  w,  C$fe,  Carti.  467. 
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declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  promised  to  marry 
the  plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time,  that  a  reasonable 
time  had  elapsed,  and  that  the  defendant  had  refused. 
The  plea  was.  That,  after  making  the  agreement  and 
before  any  breach  thereof  the  defendant  became  and 
was,  and  thence  forward  hitherto  has  been,  and  still  is, 
afflicted  with  a  dangerous  bodily  disease,  which  has 
caused  frequent  and  severe  bleedings  from  his  lungs; 
by  reason  of  which  disease  the  defendant  then  became, 
and  was  thence,  and  hath  hitherto  been,  and  still  is, 
incapable  of  marriage  without  the  greatest  danger  to 
life,  and  therefore  unfit  for  the  marriage  state :  whereof 
the  plaintiff  had  notice.  In  the  argument  at  the  bar  in 
this  Court,  and  at  the  bar  and  on  the  Bench  in  the 
Court  below,  much  discussion  took  place  as  to  what  was 
the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  plea. 

The  plea  is  an  excuse :  viz.  that,  before  breach,  and 
up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the 
defendant  was  afflicted  by  a  dangerous  bodily  disease, 
and  therefore  '<  incapable  of  marriage^  and  therefore 
"  unfit  for  the  marriage  stated"  The  plea  does  not  pro- 
perly confess  any  breach  of  the  promise.  This  question 
before  us  arises  after  verdict ;  and  every  intendment  is 
to  be  made  so  as  to  support  the  plea  if  possible.  The 
terms  are  twofold.  '*  Incapable  of  marriage'*  may  mean 
two  things,  either  incapable  of  going  through  the  cere- 
mony of  marriage,  or  incapable  of  performing  the  func- 
tions required  in  the  married  state.  In  either  view  of 
the  case  I  think  the  plea  good.  Certainly  these  words 
may  be  considered  to  apply  to  the  ceremony  of  marriage ; 
and  then  the  defendant  is  not  to  pay  damages  by  reason 
of  a  physical  inability.  The  latter  words,  '^  unfit  for  the 
marriage  state,"  mean  the  want  of  that  which,  as  Lord 
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[18d9.]       Siaicttt  ezpreoet  it,  is  m  competency  ^  to  peribrm  the 
jLiu,        duties  which  the  manied  cootisct  enjoins;"  Greemsirtet 

WuaifK.  ^'  Cumyns  (fl>  The  words  "  fit,"  or  •*  not  fit,"  seem  to 
be  the  apt  words  to  express  this  state  in  proceedings  in 
the  Ecclesiasticsl  Court;  Sparrow  v.  Harriumifiy  Mar- 
riage according  to  onr  law,  as  decided  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  was  a  contract  requiring  a  religious  ceremony  to 
its  validity  (r).  Now,  according  to  the  rubric,  the  par* 
ties  are  to  declare  at  the  altar  that  there  is  no  lawful 
impediment  to  the  marriage,  and  that  with  reference  to 
the  object  and  purposes  of  marriage  as  there  stated. 
This  is  declared  to  be  the  law  of  the  Church.  Here  the 
parties  in  this  case  could  not  without  a  &lsehood  make 
such  a  solemn  declaration.  It  would  be  no  answer  to 
say  that,  by  modem  legislation,  the  parties  may  marry 
otherwise  than  acconling  to  the  rubric ;  for  we  are  now 
declaring  what  is  the  contract  of  marriage.  Supposing, 
this  marriage  being  performed,  the  wife  may  at  any 
distance  of  time,  presently  or  at  a  future  time,  have  a 
decree  declaring  the  marriage  to  he  void,  it  seems  to  be 
strange  that  a  man  is  liable  in  damages  for  not  doing 
that  which  is  against  law,  human  and  divine.  The  real 
ground  of  my  opinion  is  that  this  contract  is,  like  many 
other  contracts,  subject  to  conditions  incident  to  their 
nature;  amongst  others,  that  the  parties  remain  in  health 
to  undergo  the  ceremony,  and  do  not  become  **  unfit** 
for  marriage,  and  that  the  circumstances  should 'not 
render  it  contrary  to  law. 

It  was  conceded,  on  the  argument  and  in  the  Court 
below,  that  insanity  of  mind  would  be  an  excuse,  and 
that   the  insane   person   would   not  be  responsible  in 

{a)  2  Phill.  Ca.  Ecc.  10.  (6)  3  Curt,  16; 

{r.)  Sec  Regina  v.  MiUi$,  10  O.  §•  F,  534. 
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damages.  If  so,  why  not  iDsanity  of  body  ?  In  each 
case,  as  alleged,  he  is  to  answer  in  damages  for  not  mar- 
rying; in  each  case  the  marriage  is  void;  Parmeter  v. 
Parmeter  (a) ;  in  each  case  it  is  no  act  of  the  defendant, 
but  the  act  of  God.  It  is  not  a  dissolution  of  the  con- 
tract, except  at  election,  such  as  the  man  refusing  to 
marry  on  the  score  of  the  want  of  chastity  of  the  in- 
tended wife. 

With  this  view  of  the  plea,  it  is  clear  that  the  allega- 
tion of  notice  was  immaterial  and  need  not  be  proved. 

In  this  declaration  it  is  said  the  defendant  '*  refused 
to  marry."  This  is  explained  by  this:  that  this,  by 
itself,  constituted  no  breach  before  the  defendant's  ill- 
ness; and  it  shews  that  before  the  reasonable  time  had 
elapsed  he  was  attacked  by  the  disease.  If  so,  then  the 
reasonable  time  had  not  elapsed.  The  term  ^'reasonable 
time"  refers  to  health  under  all  the  circumstances. 

The  cases  cited  in  the  Court  below  have  little  or  no 
application  in  my  view  of  the  case :  viz.  of  Paradine  v. 
Jane  (6),  a  covenant  to  repair  a  house ;  or,  1  RolL  Abr. 
p.  450,  pi.  10.,  to  build  a  house ;  or,  Co.  Lilt.  209.  a.,  to 
enfeoff  a  stranger;  or  to  load  a  ship;  Barker  v.  Hodg^ 
son  (c).  In  these  and  in  all  like  cases  the  covenantor  or 
promisor  agrees  to  do  the  acts,  or  that  the  acts  shall  be 
done,  unconditionally  and  at  all  events ;  and  for  this  he 
is  liable  if  living,  or  his  real  or  personal  representative, 
as  the  case  may  be,  having  assets.  It  is  clear  that  in 
one  respect  death  dissolves  the  contract  to  marry; 
Chamberlain  v.  Williamson  (rf). 

(a)  The  reporters  have  been  unable  to  find  this  case :  the  authority 
referred  to  is  perhaps  CowiUe$9  of  PortBmouih  r.  Earl  of  Portsmouth, 
1  Ha^.  C.  Eee.  355. 

(fc)  AUyn,  26.  (c)  3  i»/.  ^  &  267. 

(</)  2  M.  A  S,  408. 
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[I^S9/  The  perfcnnaore  of  sodi  contncts  is  idB 

0^^        be  ezcmed  bj  mdmtqotadj  becoming  HitffL 

An  iguuieut  was  rdicd  od,  that  ths 
lisfe  been  nnde  with  the  knowledge  of  defiendanr's 
6rBiilj«  To  thk  there  are  two  answers:  fint,  the  piem 
alleges  that  the  infimiitj  arose  after  the  pnmumt  of 
nuamiglt;  tecoodly,  it  most  from  the  declaration  be 
taken  to  be  a  contract  of  marriage  of  the  ordinarj  Idnd, 
with  all  its  osoal  obligations  and  incidents.  If  it  had 
been  otherwise  it  sbouU  have  been  so  alleged. 

I  think  the  jndgment  of  the  Coort  below  AotAi  be 
affirmed. 

Martin  B*  then  read  the  judgment  of 

BramweUB.  BftAMWELL  B.  In  tbis  casc  the  verdict  should  be 
entered  for  the  defendant,  if  so  much  of  the  plea  as  is 
proved  is  an  answer  to  the  breach  of  contract  complwied 
o£  The  averment  of  notice  was  not  proved ;  bat  that 
is  immaterial,  unless  the  plea,  with  or  without  it,  is  bad. 
It  is  good  if  it  justifies  the  breach  complained  of.  It  is 
good,  therefore,  if  it  justifies  the  not  marrying  (for  a 
refusal  to  marry  is  not  marrying)  at  the  time  when,  but 
for  the  reason  alleged,  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
married.  What  are  the  consequences,  whether  the  con- 
tract is  rescinded  or  whether  the  defendant  is  liable  to 
marry  at  some  other  time,  or  what  else  may  result,  I  will 
advert  to  hereafter.  At  present,  the  question  is.  Does 
the  plea  justify  the  particular  breach  alleged?  Now  the 
plea  alleges  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  breach, 
the  defendant  was  afilictcd  by  bodily  disease  which 
made  him  incapable  of  marriage  without  great  danger 
of  bis  life,  and  unfit  for  the  married  state.    The  question 
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was  at  first  argued  as  though  this  meant  an  unfitness  for       [1859.] 
sexual  intercourse :  but  Mr.  James  said  it  meant,  and  it        -aj^ 
appears  from  the  judgment  of  Erk  J.  to  mean^  not  only     wbioht. 
that,  but  also  an  incapacity  to  bear  the  fatigue  and 
excilement  of  the  marriage  ceremony.     It  was  proved 
to  be  true  in  both  its  meanings.     I  think  either  matter 
a  justification  for  not  marrying. 

But  it  is  necessary  to  examine  both ;  as  some  seem 
to  consider  the  plea  merely  to  mean  unfitness  for  the 
ceremony  of  marriage,  others  the  other  unfitness  I  have 
mentioned.  As  neither  fraud  nor  illegality  is  alleged, 
the  excuse  for  not  performing  the  contract  must  be 
found  in  the  terms  of  the  contract  itself.  The  pleir 
therefore  assumes  that  it  is  a  term  of  the  contract 
declared  on,  that,  in  the  event  named  in  the  plea,  the 
defendant  should  be  excused  from  marrying:  and,  as 
there  is  no  reason  why  such  term  should  be  in  this  par- 
ticular contract  unless  it  is  in  all  such  contracts,  the 
question  is  reduced  to  this :  Is  it  a  term  in  an  ordinary 
agreement  to  marry  that,  if  the  man  from  bodily  disease 
cannot  marry  without  danger  to  his  life,  and  is  unfit  for 
marriage  from  the  cause  mentioned  at  the  time  appointed, 
he  shall  be  excused  marrying  then  ?  The  plea  assumes 
it  is.  I  think  it  is.  Of  course  I  admit  that  parties  might 
stipulate  otherwise ;  but,  if  they  do  not,  I  think  they 
are  implied  terms  of  the  onlinary  contract. 

I  quite  agree  that,  where  parties  can  make  their  own 
terms,  the  law  ought  not  lightly  to  imply  any.  But 
there  are  instances  in  which  it  is  done  from  the  necessity, 
or  almost  necessity,  of  the  case ;  and,  if  ever  it  is  reason- 
able to  do  it,  it  is  in  the  contract  to  marry.  Consider 
how  it  is  made,  and  how  it  is  proved;  made  without 
formality,  usually  without   witnesses,   perhaps   without 
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the  word  itself  Iieing  used,  or  any  word  of  contract^  an 
nnderstanding  between  the  parties,  rather  than  a  bargain ; 
come  to,  at  least  very  often,  in  a  state  when  the  feelings 
are  much  excited;  proved ly  a  variety  of  acts  and  con- 
duct which  assume   the  contract   to  exist     It  seems 
unreasonable  to  deal  with  it  as  with  a  contract  for  sale 
of  goods  or  other  business  transaction,  though,  no  doubts 
the  same  principle  governs  both.     ^'  Ail  these  contracts 
ought  to  be  looked  upon  (as  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  in  the 
case  of  Woodhaiise  v.  Shepley  (a )  )  with  a  jealous  eye/* 
'*They  are  liable  to  many  mischiefs;  to  many  dangerous 
consequences."  Per  Lord  Mans/ieldy  in  Lowe  v.  Peers  (6). 
*  These  mischiefs  and  dangers  would  be  greater  if  the 
engagement  wa^  taken  to  be  unconditional  and  unquali- 
fied*    That  terms  are  implied  in  contracts  is  admitted. 
Contracts  for  personal  service,  for  matters  dependent 
on  personal  capacity,  as  to  write  a  book  or  paint  a 
picture,  are  conditional  on  the  continuance  of  the  ability, 
mental  or  corporeal,  to  perform  them.     This  very  con- 
tract to  marry  has  an  implied  condition  that  the  woman 
shall  continue  chaste.     Other  instances  might  be  given. 
Similar  considerations  make  me  think  such  conditions, 
then,  as  the  plea  assumes,  are  to  be  implied  in   the 
ordinary  contract  to  marry.     Surely,  if  a  man  said  to  a 
woman,  '^  I  have  promised  to  marry  you,  and  must  and 
will,  but  will  never  live  with  you  or  treat  you  as  a  wife," 
he  would  not  be  offering,  but  refusing,  to  perform  his 
contract ;  Leeds  v.  Cook  (c).     The  contract  is  a  contract 
to  marry  and  perform  the  duties  of  marriage.     I  think 
it  better  to  recognise  what  we  all  know  exists,  and  to 
assume  it  exists  for  a  good  purpose,  than  to  affect  to 


(a)  2  Atk.  535. 


(6)  4  Burr,  2225.  2230. 
(e)  4  Eip.  256. 
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ignore  it.  Besides^  there  is  abundant  warranty  for  so  [1859.1 
doing.  The  marriage  of  an  impotent  man  is  null;  and  -e^ 
two  of  the  three  reasons  for  matrimony  eiven  in  the  «,  ^* 
marriage  service  involve  the  capacity  for  sexual  inter- 
course. Can  it  be  doubted,  then,  if  death  were  the  ^'^«^^- 
certain  result  of  the  fatigue  and  excitement  of  the  cere- 
mony, that  the  defendant  would  be  excused,  or  that 
impoieiicy  supervening  on  the  promise  would  excuse 
him?  Could  he  be  bound,  in  performance  of  his  pro- 
mise, to  commit  suicide,  or  go  through  a  ceremony 
which  would  be  a  nullity  ?  But,  if  the  certainty  of  a 
fatal  result  would  excuse,  so  would  great  danger  of  it. 
If  impotency  would,  so  surely  should  great  danger;  if- 
death  from  the  exercise  of  capacity,  more  so.  I  desire 
to  speak  with  all  reserve:  but  to  possess  the  lawful  means 
of  gratifying  a  powerful  passion  with  the  alternative  of 
abstaining  or  perilling  life  is  indeed  to  incur  a  risk  of 
"  intense  misery  instead  of  mutual  comfort :"  and  it 
does  seem  to  me,  with  great  respect,  a  great  mistake  to 
lose  sight  of  these  considerations^  and  suppose  happiness 
can  be  found  in  such  a  marriage  by  the  gratification  of 
an  innocent  desire  to  enjoy  the  consortium  vitse  with  the 
man,  obtain  rank  and  station  as  his  wife,  and  be  dowable 
of  his  lands.  Moreover,  this  is  to  think  only  of  the 
woman  and  not  of  the  man,  who  might  object  that  her 
wishes,  however  innocent^  were  very  unreasonable  towards 
him  in  wishing  him  to  put  himself  in  the  temptation  of 
perilling  his  life;  and  he  might  even  doubt  the  inno- 
cence of  such  a  desire,  certainly,  of  wishing  him  to  go 
through  a  ceremony  which  might  be  fatal  to  him. 

This  suggests  the  following.  If  the  man  is  not 
excused,  but  bound,  is  the  woman  bound  in  such  a 
case?     Impossible,  one  would  think.      But,  if  not,  it 
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must  be  on  account  of  some  implied  condition  in  the 
contract.  It  is  not  as  though  the  man  was  in  default. 
She  could  not  refuse  to  marry,  in  such  a  case,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  broken  his  contract  by  not  continuing 
fit  for  marrying.  For,  if  so,  she  might  not  only  refuse 
to  marry  him,  but  maintain  an  action  against  him  for 
becoming  unfit  That  cannot  be :  he  does  not  thereby 
Inreak  his  contract ;  yet  she  is  excused.  If  so,  so  must 
he  be;  for,  if  without  default  of  one  party  to  a  contract 
the  other  has  a  right  to  refuse  to  perform  on  the  hap- 
pening of  a  certain  event,  it  must  be  assumed,  till  the 
contrary  appears,  that  right  Is  common  to  both.  If  in 
such  case  she  could  rely  on  an  implied  condition  to 
excuse  her  marrying  him,  why  may  not  he  on  one  to 
excuse  his  marrying  her  ? 

The  contract  to  marry  has  been  assimilated  to  those 
to  which  it  bears  no  resemblance.  A  man  contracts  to 
load  a  ship,  and  cannot  Well,  that  b  his  misfortune  ; 
a  loss  will  be  sustained  by  him  or  the  shipowner ;  and  it 
is  convenient  that,  if  he  puts  no  condition  in  his  con- 
tract, none  should  be  implied,  and  that,  if  his  contract 
is  unconditional,  he  should  bear  the  loss  consequent  on 
his  non-performance.  So  of  a  contract  to  sell  com. 
But  in  the  case  of  a  contract  to  marry,  with  supervening 
impotency,  there  is  a  loss  which  must  fall  on  both^  whether 
the  contract  is  fulfilled  or  not.  It  seems  to  me,  then, 
that  sexual  intercourse  is  contemplated  by  parties  who 
agree  to  marry  as  an  essential  part  of  their  engagement ; 
that  inability  for  it  in  one  party  is  an  excuse  for  per- 
formance by  the  other;  that,  where  such  excuse  exists 
without  any  default  in  the  disabled  party,  it  is  contrary 
to  principle  to  hold  that  an  option  is  given  to  the  other ; 
consequently  that  the  right  of  secession  in  such  case  is 
mutual. 
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The  authorities  are  in  favour  of  this  view ;  Pothier, 
Traite  du  Manage^  part  2.  c.  1.  art  7.  s.  61.  But  it  is 
said  his  authority  is  impaired  by  his  adding,  as  a  cause 
of  dissolution,  *^  a  derangement  of  fortune,  which  puts  me 
out  of  condition  to  be  able  to  support  the  charges  of  the 
marriage  which  we  had  promised  to  contract"  I  own  I 
see  nothing  unreasonable  in  this,  nor  anything  very 
different  from  our  law.  People  who  agree  to  marry, 
not  having  the  means,  agree  with  an  implied  condition 
to  wait  till  they  have  them ;  the  legal  expression  of  which 
is  that  their  engagement  is  to  marry  in  a  reasonable  time ; 
and  that  does  not  arrive  till  their  means  are  sufficient. 
Suppose,  after  the  engagement,  poverty  falls  on  them : 
that  is  an  excuse  for  not  immediately  marrying.  Is  it 
reasonable  that  the  woman  should  wait  till  the  man 
becomes  able  to  maintain  her  ?  This  reasoning  may  be 
wrong:  still  there  is  Pothier^a  authority  direct  on  the 
question  in  hand.  Then  there  is  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Kenyan  in  Atchinson  v.  Baker  (a),  cited  and  approved 
in  1  Parsons  On  The  Law  of  Contract^  550  (6).     Para" 

m 

dine  v.  Jane  (c),  and  similar  cases,  cited  for  the  plaintiff^ 
are  misapplied.  They  beg  this  question.  No  doubt,  if  a 
contract  made  by  the  parties  is  unconditional,  death  or 
disease  is  no  excuse :  but  the  question  in  this  case  is. 
Whether  the  contract  is  not  conditional  on  the  continu- 
ance of  life  and  health.  Why,  if  the  defendant  died 
before  breach,  could  not  his  executors  be  liable  ?  The 
answer  is,  because  he  has  not  undertaken  to  live. 
Neither  has  he  to  continue  competent  in  health.  And 
the  one  is  as  much  a  condition  of  matrimony  as  the 
other.     This  disposes  of  Barker  v.  Hodgson  (d).     Lord 

(o)  2  Peai€*i  X.  p.  C.  103. 

(b)  Book  III.  ch  xr.  (3d  ed.  Baston,  1857). 

(c)  Aleyn,  26.  (tf)  3  M.  ^  S.  267. 
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r]959*1      EQenbartmgKt  remark,  ^Perhaps  it  is  too  madi  to  wkj 

— '~  the  freighter  was  compellable  to  load  his  cargo^**  does 

^'  not  mean  he  was  excused  from  so  doing;  fijr  the  plwndff 

reeorered  in  respect  of  the  defendant  not  having  done 

B$wmm%s  B.    ^^  ^|^  damages  were  for  breach  of  the  covenant  to  do 

it     What  Lord  EUembartmgk  means  I  imagine  to  be  : 

that   the  defendant   was  not   morally  compeDabiey  or 

woold  not  have  had  specific  performance  enjoinecL     It 

is  to  me  unintelligible,  how,  if  the  man  is  not  bound  to 

perform  the  contract,  be  can  be  liable  to  pay  damages 

fat  its  non*performance. 

But,  it  is  said,  notice  ongfat  to  have  been  given  to  the 
plaintiff  In  point  of  right  fetlmg  I  agree.  Bat  the 
parties  here  are  at  law  with  each  other.  The  defendant 
says,  ^  I  have  a  legal  answer  to  your  legal  demand.*'  As 
a  role,  a  man  is  not  bound  to  say  why ;  and  I  see  no 
reason  why  he  should  be  in  this  case  of  a  contract  to 
marry.  It  may  be  the  defendant  communicated  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  most  delicate  way,  an  objection  to  mar- 
riage, but  refused  to  say  why.  K  she  chooses  to  go 
to  law  with  him,  as  on  a  bargain,  she  must  abide  by 
rules  of  law  applicable  to  all  cases  of  bargains  and 
contracts. 

I  understand  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  CrampUm  to 
be  rather  as  above  expressed,  with  this  difference.  He 
thinks  that,  at  the  utmost,  all  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  was  to  rescind  the  contract.  Bat,  if  so,  I  think  the 
plea  good.  When  is  he  to  rescind  ?  If  a  contract  gives 
a  right  to  rescind,  and  fixes  no  time  for  rescinding,  it 
need  not  be  done  till  the  time  arrives  for  performance : 
no  previous  notice  need  be  given.  In  truth,  such  a  right 
to  rescind  is  a  right  to  say  ^^No"  when  the  time  arrives 
for  performance.  It  may  be  that  a  person  who  rescinds 
must  give  notice.     But  when?     He  does  give  notice 
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when  he  refuses.     Is  be  bound  to  give  it  earlier  ?    If  so,      [1859.] 
wby  ?    In  the  not  very  probable  case  of  the  lady  going        -Q-jlll 
to  the  altar  without   previous  arrangement,  surely  he 
might,  if  afflicted  as  the  defendant  is,  barely  send  word, 
in  answer  to  an  invitation  to  join  her,  that  he  would  not 
In  the  more  probable  case  of  some  previous  request,  he 
refuses  when  it  is  made.     In  other  words,  till  he  refuses 
there  is  no  breach  of  contract;  and  when  he  refuses  he 
by  so  doing  gives  notice  he  will  not  perform.     Is  he 
bound  to  say  why  ?    I  cannot  understand  why  he  is. 
No  doubt,  if,  after  his  disability  arises,  he  goes  on  with 
the  engagement,  he  may  well  be  bound,  as  that  would 
be  evidence  that  the  original  contract  was  not  condi- 
tioned as  I  think  ordinary  contracts  to  marry  are,  or 
would  furnish  evidence  of  a  fresh  contract. 

Further,  if  it  is  said  that  the  facts  proved  only  justify 
a  postponement  of  the  marriage,  I  think  the  plea  good. 
The  plaintiff  complains  that  the  defendant  refused.  The 
defendant  says,  '*  When  I  did,  I  had  a  sufficient  reason.** 
I  do  not  understand  the  breach  to  be,  ^'  You  refused, 
and  refused  for  ever.**  I  do  not  understand  such  a 
breach  in  point  of  law.  I  do  not  understand  what  is 
meant  by  a  plea  **  in  excuse  or  suspension  of  the  per- 
formance" as  distinguished  from  one  ^'in  discharge  of 
the  promise."  '  Hochster  v.  De  la  Tour  (a)  turns  on  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant.  If  I  contract  to  do  a 
thing,  and  am  sued  for  not  doing  it,  it  is  a  good  defence 
to  say  the  time  for  doing  it  has  not  arrived :  and,  I  take 
it,  it  would  be  a  bad  replication  to  say,  "  True,  but  you 
said  you  never  would."    See  Avery  v.  Bowden  (b).     The 

(a)  2E.^  B.  678. 

(6)  6  E.  ^  B,  953,  in  Exch.  Ch. ;  affirming  the  judgment  of  Q.  B.  in 
Avery  ▼.  Bowden^  5  E,^B,1\A, 
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A^^^pif^  ir  *A  -te  M  .moHtfci.     Tje  iuanuirf  if  die 
^nwf^H',,  y  rv^f  ^iKnrsme,  -m  me  if  nrtiffininf 
mA  ^  «  .4W»«^f  ffhuvsiisser,     Had  ic  been.  ±ac 

1m  mm/A^  n  ^^,  ^tne  apJOOfxuetL  I  ioonid 
^Vvm^V  Ktw^  a<^  )M>fo  ^>  an  letsoa  far  not 
^liM*^^  f/nf#  !-/'i«fmd  f//  iMrrf  60  bk  reeovering,  Hiii 
^/YtmA^ffi^)^^  m^^mm  Uf  nm  to  9oggtst,  ao  ■ifciiMim  in 
fmfffff  //f  ttt^  f^y/ftifiM  h^ng  crjfnSiutmal  as  soggested. 
l^//f  )fi  tff*\iunfy  f/miffuctM,  if  not  liable  at  the  day  ap- 
pfAfii4t4),  M  f;#rf ^/fi  w/;fild  nrH  W  at  another  time ;  bat  in 
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this  contract  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that,  if  a  da;  was 
named  for  a  marriage  and  the  man  broke  his  leg,  was  ill 
of  a  fever,  lost  a  parent,  or  from  some  other  considera- 
tion of  health  or  decency  could  not  marry  on  the  day 
in  question,  he  would  either  be  liable  to  an  action,  or 
wholly  discharged  from  his  promise  to  marry.  But  the 
same  good  sense  and  convenience  which  would  reject 
such  a  conclusion,  in  my  judgment,  requires  that  the 
contract  should  be  construed  with  the  conditions  I 
attach. 

For  these  reasons,  as  well  as  those  of  Mn  Justice 
IVigldman  and  Lord  Chief  Justice  Erle^  I  think  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


[1859.] 

Hall 

▼. 

Wriqut. 


Dmmwell  13. 


WiLLES  J.  I  am  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  stated  at 
large  by  Lord  Campbell  in  the  Court  below,  that  the 
judgment  therein  given  against  his  Lordship's  opinion 
and  that  of  Mr.  Justice  Crompton  ought  to  be  reversed, 
and  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages 
assessed  in  her  favour  by  the  jury,  with  costs. 

This  is  not  a  case  of  impotence ;  and  I  need  give  no 
opinion  upon  such  a  case. 

The  canon  law  is  clear  upon  the  point,  that  only  im- 
potence, permanent  and  incurable,  such  as  that  which 
results  from  the  loss  of  one  of  the  necessary  organs  of 
generation,  constitutes  an  impediment  to  marriage,  and 
not  that  which  may  be  temporary  or  curable. 

The  contract  in  this  case  is. stated  by  the  plaintiff  in 
the  declaration,  and  admitted  by  the  defendant  in  his 
plea,  to  have  been  in  terms  an  unconditional  one :  and 
it  is  guess  work,  not  construction,  to  read  it  as  condi« 
tional.  Its  performance  is  not  impossible ;  and  it  b  not 
enough  to  shew,  in  answer  to  an  action  upon  a  contract, 
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that  its  performanee  is  inconyenient  or  may  be  dan- 
gerous. The  delicacy  of  health,  alleged  as  an  excoae, 
is  the  man's  misfortnne,  not  to  be  visited,  beyond  what 
is  inevitable,  npon  the  woman.  If  either  party  is  to 
have  the  option  of  breaking  off  the  matdi,  it  oc^ht  to 
be  the  woman.  The  Court  have  no  right  to  say  what 
is  best  for  her.  If  the  man  were  rich  or  distingnidied, 
and  the  woman  mercenary  or  ambitious,  she  might  still 
denre  to  marry  him  for  advancement  in  life.  I  do  not 
sympathise  with  such  a  woman,  if  any  there  be :  but  this 
is  not  a  question  of  sentiment  If  it  were,  I  might  put 
the  case  of  a  real  attachment,  where  such  an  illness  as 
that  stated  in  the  plea  supervening  might  make  the 
woman  even  more  anxious  to  marry,  in  order  to  be  the 
companion  and  the  nurse,  if  she  could  not  be  the 
mistress,  of  her  sweetheart. 

The  judgment  for  the  defendant  ought  therefore  to 
be  reversed,  and  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff,  vri tk 
costs. 


Crowder  J, 


Cbowder  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  Whether 
the  plea  affords  any  legal  answer  to  the  action :  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not 

The  declaration  is  upon  a  contract  to  marry,  and  avers 
a  breach  of  that  contract  by  not  marrying  in  a  reason- 
able time.  The  plea,  as  I  understand  it,  admits  a  breach 
as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  but  sets  up  an  excuse  for 
it  And  the  question  to  be  decided  is.  Whether  that 
excuse  is  a  legal  answer  to  the  action. 

Now  I  think  the  substance  of  the  excuse  alleged  is 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  dangerous  illness 
which  had  supervened  mncc  the  promise  and  before  the 
breach,  it  became  very  inexpedient  and  imprudent  to 


XXIII.    VICTORIA.] 

perform  the  contracty  and  therefore  the  defendant  broke 
it  It  is  quite  impossible  to  construe  the  plea  as  alleging 
any  physical  impossibility  to  go  through  the  ceremony 
of  marriage,  or  any  physical  incapacity  to  perform  the 
duties  of  marriage.  Whether,  if  such  allegations  had 
existed,  they  would  have  afforded  any  answer  to  the. 
action,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  in  this  case  to  decide : 
and  I  abstain  from  giving  any  opinion  upon  that  point. 

But  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  no  excuse  for  the  breach 
of  a  promise  to  marry,  that  the  performance  of  the  con- 
jugal duties  would  be  attended  with  danger  to  the  de- 
fendant's life.  Such  a  state  of  illness  may  make  it  matter 
of  the  greatest  prudence  on  his  part  to  break  his  con- 
tract, and  to  pay  such  damages  as  a  jury  may  award 
against  him  for  the  breach.  But,  in  my  opinion,  it  is 
no  legal  answer  to  the  action.  I  desire  to  refer  to  the 
arguments  and  reasoning  of  Lord  Campbell  in  the  Court 
below  as  conclusive  in  my  mind  upon  this  view  of  the 
case.     It  would  be  idle  for  me  to  repeat  them. 

I  think,  therefore,  our  judgment  should  be  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Martin  B.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  reported  in  the  27th  Law 
Journal^  page  345.  The  action  is  for  breach  of  promise 
to  marry.  The  declaration  is  in  the .  common  form, 
alleging  the  promise  to  marry  within  a  reasonable  time. 
Amongst  other  pleas,  the  defendant  pleaded  that,  before 
breach,  he  became  and  was  and  is  afflicted  with  dangerous 
bodily  disease,  which  occasioned  frequent  and  severe 
bleeding  from  the  lungs,  by  reason  of  which  disease  he 
became  and  was  and  b  incapable  of  marriage  without 
great  danger  to  his  life,  and  therefore  unfit  for  the 
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marry  involves  a  promise  to  consummate  the  marriage, 
and  that  the  incapacity  and  danger  to  life  mentioned  in 
the  plea  has  been  caused  by  an  inevitable  misfortune 
without  any  act  or  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  conducing 
to  it. 

The  general  rule  upon  the  subject  is,  that,  when  a 
person  by  his  own  contract  creates  a  duty  or  charge 
upon  himself,  he  is  bound  to  make  it  good  if  he  may, 
notwithstanding  any  accident  by  inevitable  necessity,  be- 
cause he  might  have  provided  against  it  by  his  conduct ; 
Paradine  v.  Jane  (a),  cited  and  acted  upon  in  Hadley 
v.  Clarhe  (Jbi)  and  Atkinson  v.  Ritchie  (c).  See  also  Com. 
Dig.f  Action  upon  the  Case  upon  Assumpsit  (G.).  And  I 
know  of  no  authority,  except  it  be  Lawrence  v.  Twenti- 
man  (cf),  having  any  tendency  to  shake  it,  or  to  shew 
that  such  a  state  of  facts  as  alleged  in  the  plea  is  an 
answer  to  an  action  for  pecuniary  damages  for  the  breach 
of  contract  to  marry.  I  think  it  very  much  better  to 
adhere  to  the  rule  than  to  create  an  arbitrary  exception 
for  which,  no  doubt,  plausible  reasons  may  be  given. 
To  admit  exceptions  of  this  kind  utterly  destroys  the 
certainty  of  the  law,  and  in  my  opinion  is  inconvenient. 
But,  in  the  present  case,  what  the  defendant  promised 
to  do  was  to  marry  the  plaintiff.  This  he  could  have 
done ;  and  it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  averment  in 
the  plea  that  the  incapacity  and  danger  to  life  may  have 
been  caused  by  the  defendant's  own  acts  or  conduct: 
and  a  case  will  readily  suggest  itself  where,  after  a  pro- 
mise to  marry,  an  incapacity  to  consummate  marriage 
and  danger  to  life  in  attempting  to  do  so  might  arise,  in 
which  it  would  seem  absurd  to  suppose  that  damages 
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could  not  be  recovered.     The  supposed. subject  of  the 
plea  would  be  the  grossest  aggravation  of  the  cause  of 
action.     As  to  Laiorence  ▼•  Twentiman  (a),  except  it  be 
explicable  in  the  manner  suggested  by  Lord  Campbell 
in  his  judgment  in  this  case,  viz.  that  time  was  not  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract,  or  that  the  law  relating  to  hold- 
ing intercourse  with  persons  affected  by  the  plague  (see 
Stat  1  Jcu  1.  c.  3L)  made  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract illegal,  I  cannot  agree  with  it     It  is,  no  doubty 
referred  to  in  several  books  as  authority:  but,  unless 
explained  as  above,  it  seems  contrary  to  the  rule  of  law. 
The  placitum  is  to  the  effect  that  a  man  had  contracted 
to  build  a  house  before  a  certain  day,  but  was  excused 
because  the  plague  had  broken  out,  and  continued  to 
the  day  in  the  neighbourhood :  but,  it  is  added,  he  must 
build  it  afterwards.     Unless  the  contract  really  was  to 
build  the  house  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  the  statute 
oi  James  made  the  building  illegal  because  of  the  exbt- 
ence  of  the  plague  in  the  neighbourhood  (in  which  case 
the  decision  was  right),  the  case  cannot  be  sustained. 
How  is  it  possible  to  maintain  that  there  could  be  any 
obligation  to  build  it  afterwards?     The  builder  never 
contracted  to  do  so;  and  the  common  law  could  not 
impose  such  a  contract  upon  him.  See  Shepherd's  TbiccA- 
stane,  by  Preston,  page  174,  and  Barker  v.  Hodgson  (&), 
which  seems  to  the  contrary. 

It  must  be  taken  that  the  law  deems  a  contract  to 
marry  to  be  one  of  pecuniary  value :  and,  assuming  that 
it  could  not  reasonably  be  expected,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  plea,  that  the  defendant  should 
marry  the  plaintiff,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  he  should 


(a)  1  Bol.  Abr.  450»  pi.  10. 


(b)  3  Af.  ^  5.  267. 
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not  compensate  her  for  the  breach  of  the  contract. 
Why  should  the  consequences  of  the  misfortune  &II 
upon  her,  and  not  upon  the  defendant?  See  Lord 
EUenborough^s  judgment  in  Barker  v.  Hodgson  {a\  and 
the  dicta  of  Lord  HoU  in  Thomborow  v.  Whitacre  (ft). 
For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  ought  to  be 
reversed. 
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Williams  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  b  bad, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment 

It  appears  to  me  to  be  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance; that  is  to  say,  the  defendant  alleges  that  he  is 
justified  in  not  keeping  his  promise,  because,  after  making 
it,  he  became  incapable  of  marriage  without  great  danger 
of  his  life.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  though  this  is  a  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  compelled  to  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  and  a  very  good  reason  why  he 
should  in  prudence  prefer  paying  damages  for  the  breach 
of  his  contract  to  the  performance  of  it,  it  is  no  ground 
for  resisting  the  payment  of  such  damages. 

According  to  the  general  law  applicable  to  contracts, 
the  plea  b  insufficient  by  reason  of  the  rule  (cited  in 
Lord  CampbeWs  judgment)  as  laid  down  in  Paradine  v. 
Jane  (c),  and  which  is  established  by  the  authorities  col- 
lected in  Seijt.  WiUiams's  note  (2)  to  the  case  of  Walton 
V.  Waterhotise  {d). 

But  it  is  alleged  that  a  contract  to  marry  stands  on  a 
peculiar  footing,  and  b  subject  to  implied  conditions 
peculiar  to  itself.  And  the  authorities  certainly  afford 
ground  for  contending  that,  if  the  parties  in  thb  case 
had  been  reversed,  and  the  present  defendant  were  suing 
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[18o9.]      ^  present  pbmtiff  oo  the  cootnct,  die  might  have  set 

^^^        op  hi3  bodily  inaptitode  as  a  ground  for  refaang  to 

perform  her  contract,  just  as   he  m^t  hare  pleaded 

her  corporal  inaptitude,  or  want  of  chastity,  which  had 

soperrened  or  had  been  discoTcred  since  the  matmg  of 

the  contracL    Bnt  there  is  no  aothoritr,  that  I  am  aware 

oC  or  any  good  reason,  for  allowing  the  one  party  to  set 

tip  his  or  her  corporal  infirmity  or  nnfilnesB  for  marriage, 

or  his  (X'  her  impurity,  in  answer  to  the  requisition  of 

the  other,  who  may  nevertheless  wish  for  and  insst  upon 

the  performance.     A  woman  would  not  be  allowed  to 

plead  her  own  want  of  chastity  if  she  were  sued  for  a 

breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  notwithstanding  the  man 

might  well  set  it  up  as  an  answer  if  she  were  to  seek  to 

enforce  the  contract. 

But  it  has  been  argued  that  this  is  not  a  plea  in  con- 
fession and  avoidance,  but  a  kind  of  circuitous  traverse 
of  a  reasonable  time  having  elapsed,  or  a  plea  merely  of 
matter  which  suspends  the  performance  of  the  contract. 
As  to  this,  I  think  it  enough  to  say  that  in  this  respect 
I  entirely  agree  in  the  view  which  Lord  Campbell  and 
my  brother  Cramptati  have  taken  in  their  judgments. 

I  will  add  that  thb  question,  though  a  nice  and  curious 
one,  is  not  likely  in  my  opinion  to  be  of  any  great  prac- 
tical importance.  Surely  the  cases  must  be  very  rare 
where  a  woman,  if  informed  that  the  man  to  whom  she 
has  been  affianced  is  in  such  a  state  of  health  as  the 
defendant  is  alleged  to  have  been,  and  is  requested  to 
excuse  on  that  account  the  completion  of  the  marriage 
contract,  would  insist  on  the  performance  of  it,  or  where, 
if  she  was  so  ill  advised  as  to  bring  an  action  for  a 
breach  of  it,  a  jury  could  be  found  who  would,  under 
such  circumstances,  give  her  more  than  nominal  damages. 


XXIIL   VICTORIA.] 


793 


But,  in  the  present  case^  the  defendant  broke  off  the 
marriage  without  informing  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  such 
a  ground  for  wishing  to  be  excused  from  becoming  her 
husband. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  ought  to  be  reversed. 


[1859.] 
Hall 

V. 

Wrioht. 


WiUiafM  J. 


Pollock  C.  B.  After  the  discussion  which  this  case  PoDock  C.  B. 
has  undergone,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  say  any 
thing  upon  the  formal  or  technical  parts  of  the  case: 
but  I  shall  proceed  at  once  to  the  question  as  to  which 
a  difference  of  opinion  prevails  among  the  members  of 
this  Court,  and  of  the  Court  below :  and  that  is,  What 
is  the  real  meaning  of  a  contract  to  marry  within  a 
reasonable  time,  which  is  the  contract  stated  in  the 
declaration  ? 

Some  learned  Judges  think  it  is  of  the  same  character 
as  any  other  contract,  and  that  no  tenns  or  conditions 
can  be  implied  by  the  law :  and  that,  if  it  be  not  per- 
formed in  the  terms  expressed,  the  party  failing  to  per- 
form it  must  pay  damages  for  the  breach  of  it.  Other 
learned  Judges  think  that  there  are  implied  conditions 
or  exceptions,  and  that  the  matter  stated  in  the  plea  is 
one  of  them ;  and  therefore  that  the  defendant  cannot 
be  called  upon  to  pay  damages  for  the  non-performance 
of  the  contract  alleged  in  the  declaration  under  the 
circumstances  which  appear  on  the  whole  record. 

Now  it  must  be  conceded  on  all  hands  that  there  are 
contracts  to  which  the  law  implies  exceptions  and  con- 
ditions which  are  not  expressed.  All  contracts  for 
personal  services  which  can  be  performed  only  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  party  contracting  are  subject  to  the 
implied  condition  that  he  shall  be  alive  to  i)crform  them : 
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and,  should  he  die,  his  executor  is  not  liable  to  an  action 
for  the  breach  of  contract  occasioned  by  his  death.  So 
a  contract  by  an  author  to  write  a  book  within  a  reason- 
able time,  or  by  a  painter  to  paint  a  picture  within  a 
reasonable  time,  would  in  my  judgment  be  deemed 
subject  to  the  condition  that,  if  the  author  became 
insane  or  the  painter  paralytic,  and  so  incapable  of  per- 
forming the  contract  by  the  act  of  God,  he  would  not 
be  liable  personally  in  damages  any  more  than  his 
executors  would  be  if  he  had  been  prevented  by  death. 
In  truth,  the  reasonable  time  has  not  arrived,  if  the 
party  contracting  to  perform  the  act  has  been  deprived 
by  illness  of  the  means  of  performing  it :  but  I  should 
decline  to  put  my  judgment  on  that  ground;  though 
in  this  case,  and  on  this  record,  I  think  it  would  be  quite 
sufficient.  I  prefer  putting  it  on  the  ground  that  there 
is  an  implied  exception,  including  the  state  of  facts 
alleged  in  the  plea,  and  found  by  the  jury  to  be  true. 

In  the  case  of  the  ordinary  contract  to  marry,  such  as 
it  is  presented  to  the  Court  by  evidence  in  actions  of 
thb  sort,  I  think  no  one  can  doubt  that  the  continuance 
of  life  is  an  implied  condition.  The  question  then  is : 
Is  the  continuance  of  health,  of  such  a  state  of  health  as 
makes  it  not  improper  to  marry,  another  condition  ?  1 
am  of  opinion  that  it  is.  There  are  conditions  to  be 
implied  (I  think)  on  both  sides  in  such  an  agreement. 
I  think  every  one  would  admit  that  it  is  a  condition  on 
the  part  of  the  female  that  she  should  continue  chaste^ 
and  perhaps,  more  generally  (though  this  is  not  so  clear), 
that  her  conduct  should  not  be  such  as  to  make  a  mar- 
riage with  her  improper.  I  think  the  test  that  may  be 
safely  applied  to  ascertain  whether  any  such  condition 
is  implied  or  not  is  to  consider  what  would  be  the  case 
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if  a  man  were^  after  such  a  promise  to  marry,  to  lose  by      [1859  ] 
accident  or  disease  the  capacity  to  contract  matrimony        hall 
by  becoming  impotent*     To  such  a  case  the  decisions      ^^iq^t,^ 
about  impossibility  do  not,  I  think,  apply.     By  the  act 
of  God  the  contract  has  become  void.     The  man  may 
go  through  the  ceremony  of  marriage ;  but  he  cannot 
marry :  the  ceremony  would  not  be  binding :  it  would 
operate  nothing :   and  the  contract  to  marry  is  broken 
by  the  calamity  of  his  becoming  impotent 

It  has  been  suggested  that  in  such  a  case  the  woman 
may  be  contented  with  the  society  of  the  man,  and  that 
the  choice  ought  to  rest  with  her ;  and  that,  if  she  be 
willing  to  marry,  he  must  marry  or  pay  damages.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  such  is  not  the  law.  I  think,  if  the  man 
can  say  with  truth  *^  By  the  visitation  of  Providence  I 
am  not  capable  of  marriage,"  he  cannot  be  called  upon 
to  marry :  and  I  think  this  is  an  implied  condition  in  all 
agreements  to  marry.  I  think  that  a  view  of  the  law 
which  puts  a  contract  of  marriage  on  the  same  footing 
as  a  bargain  for  a  horse,  or  a  bale  of  goods,  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  general  feelings  of  mankind,  and  is 
supported  by  no  authority. 

And  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought 
to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  reversed  (a). 

(a)  Cockbum  C.  J.,  who  had  beard  the  argument  in  the  Coart  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  had,  since  then,  become  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of 
Quecn*8  Bench,  against  the  judgment  of  which  Court  this  appeal  was 
brought. 
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thereof,  yet  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of      [I860.] 
the  said  agreement,  withheld  and  concealed  the  same      beachet 
from  the  defendant,  and  procured  the  defendant  to,  and       bbowh. 
the  defendant  did,  make  the  said  agreement  on  his  part 
whilst  he  was  wholly  ignorant  of  the  same* 
Demurrer.    Joinder. 

T.  Jones  (Northern  Circuit),  for  the  plaintiff.     No 
instance  of  such  a  plea  can  be  found.     Fraud  is  not 
alleged ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  misrepresentation 
does  not  avoid  a  contract,  with  the  single  exception  of 
contracts  of  marine  insurance,  which  are  uberrimse  fidei ; 
the  rule,  that  the  insurer  warrants  the  truth  of  what  he 
asserts,  does  not  even  extend  to  policies  of  life  assurance ; 
Wheelton  v.  Hardisty  {a).     [Cockbum  C.  J.     May  this 
be  called  a  special  plea  of  fraud  ?    Hill  J.     It  is  not 
averred  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  did 
not  know  of  the  first  contract :  the  fraud,  if  to  be  insisted 
on,  should  be  expressly  shewn*     Cromptan  J.     Conceal- 
ment may  be  active  or  passive*     A  man  may  attempt  to 
conceal  a  flaw  in  a  ship's  side  by  fastening  something 
over  it ;  or  he  may  say  nothing  about  it  Here  is  nothing 
active.]     The  Court  cannot  infer  fraud  from  the  nature 
of  the  contract  and  the  facts.      [Cockbum  C.  J*     In 
Roman  Catholic  countries  a  precontract  of  marriage 
would  make  a  subsequent  marriage  with  another  void : 
but,  even  then,  I  suppose  a  defendant,  who  set  up  his  own 
precontract,  must  pay  damages.     Crompton  J.     I  do  not 
see  why  the  defendant,  if  this  defence  be  good,  might 
not  insist  on  any  supposed  defect  which  he  might  dis- 
cover.]    It  would  not  even  be  a  good  defence  that  he 

(a)  BE,^B,  232. 
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[I860.]       bad  dkeowered  the  plaintiff  to  be  of  bad  repotatioo  ; 
BzMMrr      Baddeky  t.  Mardadk  {a) :  it  is  tbe  bosinefli  of  the  de- 
B^^iwM,       feodant  to  inquiie  befim  he  makes  the  oootracL     U^ 
indeed,  in  this  case  tbe  plaintiff  bad  taken  active  steps 
to  mislead    the   defendant,    fiaod   mi^t   perfaaps   be 
pleaded  (&) :    but  tbe  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the 
allegation  of  fraad  placed  on  tbe  record  in  older  that 
she  maj  travetve  it.     How  does  it  appear  bot  that  the 
defendant  might  treat  tbe  breach  of  tbe  existii^  oontiact 
as  a  mark  of  regard  to  himself?    [CramptoM  J.    He  does 
aay  that  be  would  not  have  made  the  agreement  if  he 
bad  known  of  tbe  first  contract.    Hill  J.    The  dictnm 
in  Irving  v«  Greenwood  {c\  by  Abbott  C.  J.,  is  strong  to 
shew  that,  before  the  New  Rules,  it  might  be  shewn, 
as  an  answer  to  a  declaration  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage,  that  defendant,  after  making  tbe  contract, 
discovered  tbe  plaintiff  to  be  of  loose  character ;   and 
there  is  a  dictum  in  Baddeley  v.  MorOock  (a)  to  tbe  same 
effect  by  Gibb$  C.  J.     The  marginal  note  in  Young  ▼. 
Murphy  (d)  is  not  justified  by  tbe  case :  there  was  no 
decision ;  and  tbe  plaintiff  amended.]     It  should  seem 
that,  since  the  New  Rules,  defences  like  those  spoken  of 
in  Baddeley  v.  Mortioch  {a)  and  Irving  v.  Greenv>ood  (e) 
should  be  raised  by  a  plea  shewing  direct  fi^ud.  Possibly 
such  a  plea  might  be  supported  by  proof  that  the  plaintiff 
had  placed  herself  in  a  position  to  which  she  was  not 
entitled.     But  this  plea  alleges  no  concealment  which 
might  not  have  been  entirely  accidental,  or  have  occurred 
in  the  confusion  natural  upon  the  contracting  of  such  an 
engagement.     It  was  tbe  business  of  the  defendant  to 

(a)  HM*  N.  p.  C.  161. 

(6)  Seo  Wharton  ».  Lewi$y  \  C,  ^  P,  629. 

(c)  I  C.  ^  P.  360.  (d)  3  New  Co,  64. 
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learn  how  the  fact  was.    [Cromptan  J.    Do  you  say  that      [i860.] 
he  ought  to  have  asked  the  question?]     He  was  bound      Beachby 
to  decide  for  himself  whether  he  knew  enough  of  the       broVh. 
circumstances  to  make  it  advisable  for  him  to  enter  into 
the  contract. 

Beresfordf  contra.  In  Addison  On  the  Law  of  Contracts, 
679  (ed.  4),  the  rule  of  Pothier  is  cited.  "  If  a  man  comes 
to  discover  the  existence  of  circumstances  connected 
with  the  person  he  has  engaged  to  marry,  which  would 
have  prevented  him,  had  he  known  them  at  the  time  of 
his  betrothment,  from  entering  into  the  contract,  he  is 
discharged  from  his  engagement"  (a).  Mr.  Addison  adds: 
*^  But  a  man  cannot  make  himself  a  judge  in  his  own 
case,  and  the  discharge  from  liability  depends  rather 
upon  the  nature  of  the  circumstances,  the  light  in  which 
they  would  be  regarded  by  mankind  at  large,  and  the 
existence  or  non-exbtence  of  fraud.  If  one  party  has 
been  convicted  of  a  crime,  and  the  other  did  not  know 
of  it  at  the  time  of  the  betrothment,  the  contract  may 
be  rescinded  by  the  party  who  was  kept  in  ignorance 
of  the  fact."  [  Cockbum  C.  J.  Suppose  a  woman  had 
concealed  the  fact  that  she  was  in  debt:  would  it  not 
be  said  that  it  was  the  man's  business  to  inquire  how 
the  fact  was  ?  Hill  J.  The  plea  says  that  **  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  fully  disclosed :"  is  that  an  allegation  of  a 
duty  resulting  from  the  mere  legal  relation  of  the  parties, 
or  an  allegation  of  fraud?]  It  would  be  a  question 
for  a  jury.  [Crompton  J.  Ought  she  to  disclose  that 
she  wears  false  hair?]  Suppose  a  widow  enters  into 
the  contract,  and  conceals  that  she  has  been  married. 
[Crompton  J.     If  she  positively  declared  that  she  had 

(a)  PuftieTf  TraiU  du  Qmirat  de  Mariage,  Part  ii.  chap.  i.  Art.  vir. 
s.  62. 
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[I860.]      not,  it  might  perhaps  raise  a  defence.     Cochbum  C.  J. 
Beachet      You  seem  to  assume  that  there  is  an  implied  warranty 

Brown.  ^^  ^^  virginity,  not  only  of  the  person,  but  of  the 
affections.]  That  is  not  an  unreasonable  implication. 
The  plea  alleges  that  the  defendant,  had  he  known  of 
the  first  contract,  would  not  have  made  the  agreement. 
[^Cockbum  C.  J*  He  might  say  so,  if  he  discovered 
that  she  was  in  debt]  The  defendant,  by  his  contract, 
was  to  be  entitled  to  the  personal  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff: but  he  is  called  on  to  take  upon  himself  the  liability 
to  a  lawsuit  \^Cockbum  C.  J.  Suppose  he  discovered 
that  the  plaintiff  had  published  a  libel,  or  assaulted 
somebody.  Crompton  J.  I  must  say  that  I  can  see  no 
distinction  between  a  liability  to  debt  and  a  liability  to 
damages.]  In  Harrison  v.  Cage  (a)  Lord  HoU  says  that, 
though  a  precontract  of  marriage  creates  a  disability,  **  it 
will  not  avoid  the  performance  of  your  promise,  because 
it  proceeds  from  your  own  act"  He  there  speaks  of  a 
precontract  by  the  party  who  is  called  upon  to  perform 
the  promise :  it  seems  to  follow  that  he  would  have  held 
such  a  precontract  by  the  party  claiming  the  perform- 
ance of  the  promise  to  be  an  avoidance  of  the  promise, 
as  not  being  the  act  of  the  party  who  is  called  upon  to 
perform.  [Crompton  J.  In  1  Blackst.  Conu  435.  it  is 
pointed  out  that  stat  32  H.  8.  c.  38.  declares  impedi- 
ments to  marriage  arising  from  precontracts  to  other 
persons  to  be  abolished  and  of  none  effect,  unless  con- 
summated with  bodily  knowledge,  in  which  case  there 
would,  by  the  canon  law,  be  a  marriage  de  facto;  but 
that  this  branch  of  the  statute  was  repealed  by  stat 
2  &  3  Ed,  6.  c.  23.  Blackstone  there  states  a  question, 
which  he  leaves  undetermined,  "  how  far  the  Act  of 

(a)  I  Ld,  Raym.  386. 
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26  Geo.  IL  c.  33.  (which  prohibits  all  suits  in  ecclesiastical  r  1 860.] 
courts  to  compel  a  marriage^  in  consequence  of  any  con-  beachbt 
tract)  may  collaterally  extend  to  revive  this  clause  of  tj«\j, 
Henry  viii's  statute^  and  abolish  the  impediment  of  pre- 
contract." But  Stat.  26  G.  2.  c.  33.  {s.  13.)  seems  only 
to  prevent  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  from  enforcing  the 
pre-contract.  I  should  like  to  know  how  they  would 
proceed  now  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court]  No  reason 
can  be  suggested  for  holding  a  contract  of  marriage  to 
be  less  uberrima  (idei  than  a  contract  of  marine  insu- 
rance. As  Erie  J.  pointed  out  in  Hall  v.  Wright  (a), 
the  indiscriminate  carrying  out  of  contracts  of  marriage 
would  produce  intense  misery.  [Hill  J.  The  defendant 
may  then  pay  damages.  A  man  would  probably  be  very 
miserable  at  having  to  pay  a  bond  for  ten  thousand 
pounds.]  The  materiality  of  the  fact  concealed  is  for 
a  jury. 

T.  Jones^  in  reply.  Stat.  4  C  4.  c.  76.  *.  27.  re-enacts 
the  provision  of  stat.  26  G.  2.  c.  33.  s.  IS.,  prohibiting 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  from  enforcing  a  marriage  con- 
tract ;  Rogers^ s  Ecclesiastical  LaWy  p.  645  (2d  ed.),  re- 
ferring to  HoU  V.  ClarencieiLx  (i).  On  reference  to 
Swabey  On  the  Act  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  Divorce 
&c.,  p.  49  (3d  ed.),  it  will  be  found  that  a  pre-contract 
is  not  among  the  causes  of  nullity  of  marriage  stated  in 
the  Report  of  the  Divorce  Commission.  [Hill  3.  referred 
to  Regina  v.  MiUis  (c).]  If  there  were  a  pre-contract  by 
the  plaintiff  amounting  to  an  actual  marriage,  of  course 
the  plaintiff  could  not  aver  that  she  was  always  ready 
and  willing  to  marry  the  defendant:  but  nothing  like 

(a)  Ante,  p.  755.  (&)  2  Str.  937. 

(c)  10  a  ^  F.  534. 

£.    D.    &   E.  3   F 
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[19900  ^^^"^  ^  "^  ^  ''^  pbindff  is  liable  to  iVfriwlMit  on 
her  ooDtnct  to  nmrr  him ;  that  is  the  ooniidentioo  tof 
defendam^s  promise ;  RIU  t.  Harns{ay  (He  wws  then 
stopped  by  the  Comt.) 

CccKBcmx  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinioD  that  there  onght 
to  be  jodgmeDt  for  the  pUintifi^  the  plea  dMrhwJiig  no 
defcpce-  If  the  old  law  ensted,  ODder  vhicfa  a  pre- 
ooD tract  of  iiuuiiage  exposed  a  partj  to  pnioeedrng^s  in 
the  Eodesastical  Court  for  the  purpose  of  eofijiciug  the 
precontract,  or  anniiDing  a  future  contract  of  marriage 
with  another,  there  m^t  be  good  reason  fiir  not  aUowing 
an  action  claiming  damages  far  the  nan-pafannanoe  of 
the  second  oontTKt :  hot  that  state  of  thingis  is  abngaled 
nnoethepowerof  the  Ecclesiastical  Cooit  in  this  respect 
is  taken  away  by  staL  26  <?.  2.  c  33.  i.  13.  and  slat. 
4  G.4.  c  76.  s.  27.  Then  is  there  any  other  reaaon 
why  the  plaintiff  should  not  ask  for  damages  far  breach 
of  this  contract?  It  is  said  that  the  contract  of  mairiage 
is  one  uberrinue  fideL  I  s^;ree  that  there  are  many 
diingB  which  a  man  might  desire  to  hare  communicated 
to  him,  if  they  existed,  at  the  time  of  making  the  con- 
tract, such  as  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  debt,  or  sulgect  to 
other  liabilities,  or  some  circumstances  relating  to  her 
person,  her  temper,  her  disposition,  the  discovery  of 
which  would  yet  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  refine  to 
fiilfil  his  engagement  It  might  be  right  to  disclose  soch 
things ;  and  yet  it  has  nerer  been  held  that  the  disooveiy 
of  them  justified  a  party  in  breaking  his  contract  Whoe 
it  turns  out  that  a  woman  is  of  unchaste  conduct,  whidi 
goes  to  the  very  root  of  the  contract  of  mairiage,  there, 

(a)  7  Ccm.  B,  999. 
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from  the  excess  and  necessity  of  the  case,  the  man  is       [i860.] 
released  from  his  contract.     But  nothing  of  the  sort  is      beachby 
disclosed  here :  there  is  no  imputation  on  the  virtue  or       „  "' 
honour  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  case  does  not  fall  within 
the  principle  which  makes  the  misconduct  of  the  woman 
an  answer  to  the  action.    No  bar,  therefore,  to  the  action 
is  shewn  upon  the  record. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
Mr.  Beretford  rests  his  argument  upon  the  non-disclosure 
of  a  material  fact.  But  I  do  not  think  the  non-disclosure 
of  a  fact,  which  is  material  in  the  mind  of  the  defendant, 
is  enough.  The  case  is  not  put  upon  the  ground  of 
fraud ;  and  I  agree  with  my  brother  Hill  that  fraud  must 
be  stated  distinctly.  There  can  be  no  fraud  except  in 
a  matter  which  forms  part  of  the  contract;  and  here  that 
is  not  shewn :  and  fraud  is  not  alleged.  The  real  dis- 
tinction as  to  circumstances  shewing  or  not  shewing 
fraud  is  between  active  and  passive  concealment.  There 
is  a  class  of  cases  shewing  that  moral  turpitude,  or  an 
incompetency  for  the  purposes  of  marriage  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  furnishes  a  defence  on  the  action  on  the 
contract  But  here  neither  turpitude  nor  incompetency 
is  shewn.  There  are  many  cases  falling  within  the  state- 
ment in  the  plea,  in  which  a  party  might  not  be  to  blame 
for  the  concealment :  a  woman  might  be  engaged  to  marry 
a  person  who  was  a  very  undesirable  husband,  and  to  whom 
her  parents  objected;  and  this  might  have  taken  place 
many  years  ago,  although  there  had  been  no  actual  release. 
The  allegation  therefore  in  the  plea,  which  seems  to  be 
of  a  consequence  in  law,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
disclosed  the  fact,  is  not  supported.  Nor  is  it  shewn 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  a  position  in  which  it  would 

•     3  p  2 


804  [HILARY  VACATION. 

[I860.]  be  improper  for  her  to  marry.  Such  a  defence  as  this 
Beachet  seems  to  me  very  dangerous.  I  do  not  know  where  we 
Brows  could  Stop.  We  might  come  to  cases  like  those  in  the 
French  law,  mentioned  in  HaU  v.  Wright  {a\  where  a 
party  refuses  to  perform  his  contract  because  he  had  le^ 
fortune  now  than  when  he  made  the  contract;  or  he 
might  complain  of  defects  in  the  plaintiff's  person ;  he 
might  say,  had  1  known  of  such  and  such  circumstances 
I  should  not  have  liked  to  make  the  engagement  The 
plea  really  comes  to  no  more.  He  might  complain  that 
what  he  took  to  be  a  beautiful  head  of  hair  turned  oat 
to  be  a  wig.  I  think  Mr.  Beresford  is  right  in  not  in- 
sisting on  the  plea  being  an  allegation  of  inability  to 
marry :  indeed  it  does  not  shew  any  incapacity  to  con- 
tract marriage.  The  pre-contract  shewn  is  not  of  that 
kind  which  is  an  impediment  to  a  marriage  with  another 
party.  When  the  law  speaks  of  a  contract  by  words  de 
praesenti,  or  by  words  de  futuro  followed  by  cohabitation, 
it  means  a  contract  of  actual  marriage,  though  irregular, 
not  an  engagement  to  enter  into  such  a  contract  But 
even  a  pre-contract  of  the  former  sort  does  not  now 
prevent  a  marriage  with  another  party ;  for  it  could  be 
insisted  on  only  as  shewing  the  nullity  of  a  later  contract 
upon  which  a  party  was  insisting  in  an  ecclesiastical 
suit.  It  would  not  prevent  a  marriage  with  another 
party.  What  is  shewn  here  is  not  a  pre-contract  of  that 
sort  And,  if  it  were,  I,  as  at  present  advised,  think 
that  the  state  of  things  under  which  it  would  have  con- 
stituted an  impediment  to  a  subsequent  contract  has 
been  put  an  end  to  by  the  statutes.  The  plaintiff  has 
made,  not  a  previous  contract  of  marriage,  but  a  promise 
to  make  such  a  contract 

(a)  Ante,  p.  760. 
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IIiLL  J,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plea  does  [I860.] 
not  allege  frauds  and  cannot  therefore  be  construed  as  beachet 
setting  up  fraud.  And,  in  my  judgment,  it  does  not  set 
up  a  pre-contract  disabling  the  plaintiff  from  performing 
the  contract  for  a  breach  of  which  she  sues.  Without 
going  into  the  question  of  what  the  state  of  the  law  was 
between  the  time  of  Edward  6th  and  George  2d,  or 
whether  such  a  pre-contract  constituted  an  actual  ma- 
trimonium  or  only  a  contract  to  marry  which  the  con- 
tractor might  be  called  on  to  perform  in  facie  ecclesias, 
I  think  that,  at  any  rate  since  stat  26  G.  2.  c.  33.  and 
Stat  4  G.  4.  c.  76.,  such  an  impediment  could  no  longer 
be  pleaded.  Before  stat  26  G.  2.  c.  33.  such  a  pre- 
contract as  could  be  enforced  in  a  Court  Christian 
might  have  constituted  an  objection,  as  shewing  an  in- 
capacity to  perform  the  second  contract  The  plea, 
however,  sets  up  no  such  defence.  The  ground  on 
which  Mr.  Beresford  insists  fails.  I  know  of  no  legal 
obligation  to  communicate  the  fact  of  the  former  con- 
tract  The  defendant  might  be  the  very  person  who 
induced  the  plaintiff  to  break  that  contract,  by  winning 
her  from  her  first  love :  it  would  be  hard  that  he  should 
be  allowed  to  set  that  up  as  a  reason  for  not  performing 
his  contract  or  paying  damages  for  the  breach  of  it 
Such  circumstances  may  have  a  very  material  effect  with 
the  jury  as  to  the  amount  of  damages.  But,  for  the 
reasons  I  have  mentioned,  I  think  that  the  plea  is  bad 
in  law,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment 

(No  other  Judge  was  present) 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Friday, 
June  lltb. 


Anderson  against  Radclitfe  and  Walker. 


/F.,  having 
recovered  a 
▼crdict  in 
ejectment, 
executed  an 
indenture,  on 
the  day  fol» 
lowing,  re- 
citing that  he 
was  indebted 
to  the  attorney 
who  had  con- 
ducted the 
Buit  in  100^ 
for  money  lent 
and  for  work 


T^HE  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  broke  and 
entered  the  close  of  the  plaintiif,  and  dug  up  and 
seized  divers  crops  of  potatoes  of  the  plaintiff,  then 
growing  and  being  in  and  upon  the  said  close,  and 
carried  away  the  same  and  converted  and  disposed 
thereof  to  their  own  use,  and  wrongfully  deprived  the 
plaintiff  thereof,  and  of  the  use  and  possession  thereof; 
and  also  for  that  the  defendants  detained  from  the 
plaintiff  divers  crops  of  potatoes  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
and  was  unaMe  divers  potatoes  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff. 

then  to  pay  it, 
and  had  agreed 

to  secure,  as  afrer  mentioned ;  and  he  granted  and  assigned  to  the  attorney  the  crop  of 
potatoes  then  growing  upon  the  close  which  was  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  all  other 
effects  then  thereon,  with  power  to  the  attorney  to  enter  upon  the  close,  and  inspec^t,  until 
payment  of  the  1002.  and  mterest;  proviso  that,  if  W,  should  pay  the  lOOA  and  interest  by 
a  day  named,  the  indenture  should  be  void ;  covenant  by  W,  to  pay  the  100/.,  and  the  interest, 
meanwhile;  power  to  the  attorney,  in  case  of  default  of  payment,  to  enter  and  carry  away 
the  effects  assigned,  or  otherwise  to  remain  on  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of 
the  effects,  and  converting  them  into  money ;  proviso  that,  till  default,  W,  should  remain  in 
possession,  and  that,  if  the  attorney  sold  the  property,  he  should  hold  the  surplus,  after 
paying  the  expenses  and  reimbursing  himself,  in  trust  for  ff. 

Held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen*s  Bench,  that  this  indenture  could  not  be  impeached,  either  on  the  ground  of  its 
amounting  to  champerty  or  maintenance,  or  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy. 

Default  was  made  in  the  payment:  and,  on  the  day  following  the  day  named  for  the 
payment,  judgment  was  signed  in  the  ejectment.  Afterwards  judgment  was  recovered 
against  W,  in  an  liction  by  B.,  and  a  fi.  fa.  issued :  after  that,  a  habere  facias  issued  in  the 
ejectment ;  after  that,  the  sheriff  seized  the  property  under  the  fi.  fa.  in  the  action  of  B» 
against  W, ;  after  that,  possession  under  the  nabere  facias  was  delivered  to  FF.,  and  by  W^ 
to  the  attorney;  and  the  attorney  gave  notice  of  bis  title  to  the  sheriff;  afterwards  the 
sheriff,  under  the  fi.  fa.,  sold  the  crop  of  potatoes,  and  fT.'s  interest  in  the  close.  The 
attorney  brought  an  action  against  the  sheriff;  after  the  commencement  of  which  the 
sheriff's  vendee  gathered  the  potatoes,  and  disposed  of  them  to  his  own  use. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  action  lay ;  the  sheriff  having,  after 
possession  had  been  ffiven  to  the  attorney,  authorised  the  conversion  of  the  potatoes. 

Judgment  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on  the  ground  that,  at  any  rate,  tho 
atturney*8  possession  related  back  to  the  accruing  of  his  title,  which  was  prior  to  tho  first 
seizure  by  the  sheriff. 


▼. 
BADCurn. 
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Pleas.     1.   Not  guilty.     2.   That   the  close,   crops,       i858. 
potatoes  and  chattels  were  not  the  plaintiff's  as  alleged,     ahdkbsoh*^ 
Issue  upon  both  pleas. 

At  the  trial,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the  last  Spring 
Assizes  for  Yorkt  it  appeared  that,  on  or  about  the 
18th  May^  1857,  an  action  of  ejectment  was  brought  by 
Stephen  WaUon  against  Robert  Stather  and  Robert  John" 
son,  for  the  recovery  of  the  close  of  land  mentioned 
in  the  declaration.  The  estate  and  interest  which 
Walton  had  in  the  said  close,  and  which  he  sought  to 
recover,  and  did  ultimately  recover,  in  the  action  of 
ejectment,  was  under  a  lease  granted  to  him  by  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Chapman  for  fourteen  years  from  6th  April, 
1845.  He  never  had  any  other  estate  or  interest  therein. 
The  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action  of  ejectment,  and  until  the  signing  of  the  judg- 
ment hereinafter  mentioned,  was  an  attorney  and  soli- 
citor, and  the  attorney  for  Walton  in  the  action  of 
ejectment ;  and,  from  its  commencement  until  the  signing 
of  the  said  judgment,  acted  as  WaUan^s  attorney.  On 
10th  Jufyy  1857,  the  said  action  of  ejectment  came  on 
to  be  tried,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  Walton,  At 
that  time,  and  thence  until  and  at  and  after  the  execution 
of  the  bill  of  sale  under  the  writ  of  fi.  fa.  as  hereafter 
mentioned,  a  crop  of  potatoes  was  growing  on  the  said 
close.  On  11th  July,  1857,  Walton  executed  an  inden- 
ture between  himself  of  the  first  part  and  the  plaintiff 
of  the  second  part,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  Walton 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  lOOZ.  for  money  lent 
and  for  work  as  an  attorney,  and  that  Walton  was  unable 
to  pay  it  at  that  time,  and  had  agreed  to  secure  payment 
thereof  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  Walton  granted  and 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  adminbtrators 


tos 


l^r^       aod  JEicDSy  the  crop  of  p*xi:oes  then  siu«iij^  upon  the 
saad  cioee,  sid  *  all  the  mt,  readoe  and  renttimier  <if 

^' tbe  estate  and  interest  oT*  ffaltam  in  the  aid  doee,  md 

all  Gtber  goods,  cfaaoeky  eSecta  and  things  then  thereon; 
"with  fell  pover  and  lashexitj  for*  the  pfadnti^  his 
ezecotcrs  tcc^  ^or  anj  of  tLeir  seirantSy  agents  and 
oc&ersy  horn  time  to  time  to  ecter  into^and  upon  the 
said  ctose*  and  inspect,  ontil  pajmeDt  of  the  sud  sum 
of  IQOL  and  intered;   with  a  proriso  that,  if  fTalUm 
flhoold  psT  the  said  100^  and  inieiest  bj  the  I6th  Jmfy 
then  next,  the  indentore  shcoU  cease  and  determine 
snd  be  otteri j  void ;  otherwise  to  remain  in  fiill  force. 
Tbe  deed  also  contuned  a  coffcnant  by  WatUm  to  pay 
the  lOOL  and  the  interest  meanwhile ;  and  a  power  to  the 
plaintiff,  his  execntois^  ftc,  in  case  defimlt  should  be 
made  by  WaUam  in  payment  of  the  said  lOCML,  to  «iter 
and  **  take,  seize  and  carnr  away  the  said  propertj  and 
effects**  thereby  ass^ned,  "  or  otherwise  to  remain  upon 
the**  premises  **  for  the  purpose  of  sellii^  getting  in 
and  disposing  of,  or  otherwise  coorerting  into  money,* 
the  said  property  and  effects,  and   to  sell   the  same. 
There    was    also   a   proriso    that,   until   such    default, 
Watonty  his  executors,  &c.,  should  remain  in  possession : 
and  it  was  further  prorided  that,  in  case  the  plaintiff 
sold  the  property,  he  should  hold  the  surplus  proceed^ 
after  paying  the  expences  of  the  sale  and  reimbursing 
himself  in  trust  to  pay  them  orer  to  IFaltoR,  his  executors, 
&c.     This  deed  was  registered  as  a  bill  of  sale. 

The  said  lOOL  was  a  bona  fide  debt;  and  Walton 
made  default  in  paying  it  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
indenture. 

On  17th  July^  1857,  judgment  was  signed  and  entered 
in  the  said  action  of  ejectment  for  Walton. 
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On  18th  July^  1857,  JoBeph  Blanchard  Burland  ob*        1858. 
tained  a  judgment  against   Walton  for  ^21  Is.  in  the     Ahderbom 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    On  20th  July^  1857,  Burland    iudcufti. 
caused  a  writ  of  fi«  fa.  to  be  issued  on  the  said  last 
mentioned  judgment,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  York' 
shire;  and  on  the  same  day  caused  the  writ  to  be  duly 
delivered  for  execution  to  the  defendant  Radcliffe^  who 
then,  and  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
bill  of  sale  hereafter  mentioned,  was  sheriff  of  Yorkshire. 
On   the  same   20th  «/ti/y,  1857,  a  warrant  was  duly 
granted  by  the  said  sheriff  upon  the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa., 
and  delivered  by  him  for  execution  to  the  defendant 
James  Walker ^  who  then,  and  until  and  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
was  one  of  the  bailiffs  of  the  said  sheriff,  and  duly 
authorized  to  execute  the  said  warrant. 

On  21st  July^  1857,  a  writ  of  habere  facias  posses- 
sionem upon  the  said  judgment  in  ejectment  was  duly 
issued  and  delivered  for  execution  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
attorney  for  Walton^  to  the  said  sheriff,  who,  on  the  same 
day,  granted  his  warrant  thereon,  and  delivered  the  same 
for  execution  to  George  Acton,  another  of  the  bailiffs  of 
the  said  sheriff. 

On  23d  July 9  1857,  the  defendant  Walker,  assuming 
to  act  under  the  said  warrant  on  the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa., 
entered  upon  the  said  close  and  seized  the  crop  of 
potatoes  then  growing  thereon,  and  put  padlocks  upon 
the  gate  of  the  said  close.  On  the  same  day,  but  a  few 
moments  after  the  said  entry  and  seizure  by  the  defend- 
ant Walker,  and  after  the  said  James  Walker  had  put 
padlocks  on  the  said  close,  the  said  George  Acton, 
assuming  to  act  under  the  said  warrant  on  the  said  writ 
of  habere  facias  possessionem,  entered  into  and  delivered 
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1858.  possession  of  the  said  close  and  of  the  said  crop  of 
Andeksoh"^  potatoes  then  growing  thereon  to  WaUoUy  who  after- 
RADcuFfK*  wards,  on  the  same  day,  delivered  possession  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff,  under  the  said  assignment  of  11th  Jufy^ 
1857.  Afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  the  defendant 
Walker  caused  IValtorCs  interest  in  the  premises,  and 
also  the  crop  of  potatoes,  to  be  advertised  for  sale  by 
public  auction,  under  the  writ  of  fi.  fa. 

On  25th  July^  1857,  the  plaintiff  caused  the  defend- 
ants and  Burland  to  be  served  with  notice  of  his  title 
under  the  indenture. 

On  30th  July^  1857,  the  defendant  Walker^  assuming 
to  act  under  the  said  warrant  on  the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa.> 
put  up  for  sale,  pursuant  to  the  said  advertisement,  the 
said  crop  of  potatoes  and  WaltorCs  interest  in  the  close. 
Walker  acted  as  auctioneer  at  the  auction.  The  sale 
was  in  one  lot,  which  was  knocked  down  to  and  sold  by 
Walker  to  Robert  Johnson  for  30i!.,  which  was  paid  by 
Johnson  to  Walker.  On  31st  July^  1857,  an  assignment 
of  the  term  alone  was  made  by  the  defendant  RadcUffe 
to  Johnson,  who  afterwards,  but  after  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  gathered  the  said  potatoes  and  disposed 
thereof  to  his  own  use. 

A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  601,  with 
leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  on  certain  points 
reserved  at  the  trial,  and  stated  in  the  rule  Nisi  herein- 
after mentioned ;  the  plaintiff  being  at  liberty  to  make 
such  amendments  as  the  Court  might  think  fit. 

Athertonj  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict 
entered  for  the  defendants,  on  the  grounds:  '^  first,  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not   maintain   trespass,  against   the 
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defendants,  the  plaintiff  not  having  been  in  possession        1858. 
before  the  defendants  seized ;  secondly,  that  the  defend-     ahdbrsoh 
ants  were  not  shewn  to  be  trespassers,  they  having  seized    r^dJu^b, 
and  assigned  the  chattels  real  only ;  thirdly,  that  the  bill 
of  sale  from  Walton  to  the  plaintiff  was  void,  being  a  bill 
of  sale  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  subject  matter  of  a  suit  in 
which  he  was  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  therein,  pendente 
lite." 

S.  Temple  and  T.  Jones  (Northern  Circuit)  now 
shewed  cause.  As  to  the  fir^t  objection,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  trespass :  no 
doubt  the  actual  possession,  at  the  time  when  the  writ  of 
fi.  fa.  was  executed,  was  in  Stather  and  Johnson^  because 
the  writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem  to  Walton  had 
not  then  been  executed.  But,  after  it  had  been  executed, 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  possession,  which  would  then 
accrue,  in  virtue  of  the  assignment  to  him  by  Walton 
and  Walton^s  default  in  payment,  would  relate  back  to 
the  antecedent  trespass,  and  give  him  a  right  of  action. 
Litchfield  V.  Ready  {a)  may  be  relied  on  by  the  defend- 
ants as  an  authority  to  the  contrary :  but  that  case  is, 
at  least,  qualified  by  Barnett  v.  Earl  of  Guildford  (£). 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  To  what  date  do  you  contend 
that  the  plaintiff's  title  related  back  ?]  To  the  date  of 
the  verdict  in  ejectment  against  Stather  and  Johnson. 
From  that  moment  they  were  wrong  doers  in  keeping 
out  Walton;  and  both  his  title,  and  the  plaintiff's 
subsequent  right  of  entry,  rela^te  back  to  that  time. 
[Crompton  J.  I  doubt  if  the  doctrine  of  relation  applies 
to  a  right  of  entry  acquired,  as  this  was,  by  assignment 

(a)  5  Exch.  939.  (6)  11  Exch.  19. 
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If^.'^g,        rmdtr  a  r>iU  ijf  jiiie.T     The  tide  ^fas  cenaiiiiv  in.  die 


i^jrr^frrt^^  '  ohuitiff  after  che  L6tli  Jiti^ :  die  d.  ^  was  ouc 

g^^^,^    dn  afterwsnis,  and  tfaentiure,  a  J  :tfat.  19  Jk  20  Fit  c  »7. 

A  L,  does  not  prGJadice  die  ritie.     Ac  ail  evem%  die 

pbiniitf  any  ancsd  his  deciaiacian^  omier  die  leave 


gpren  at  die  txiai,  by  spenxng  diac  die  reveniaa  was  in. 
him  at  die  dme  ai  die  tie^n%  and  aOegxng  ii^iiiy  to 


^  to  die  aecond  objeenon,  diat  ail  diat  die  defend- 
ants  did  was  ta  anBgn  die  tenn :  it  was  proved  diot  die 
defifidanfff  anduniaed  die  digging  op  and  DonavaL  of  die 
potatoo  as  arparate  chattrfas  after  nodes  of  die  plainrHPs 
dde^  and  aft^  he  had  hem  put  into  ptuw  h'mhu 

As  to  die  diiid  obgecdan,  diat  die  bill  of  asle  bj 
Wiitom  to  die  piamtiff  is  void  fbr  champerty:  fira^  diat 
oiqeetioa  ean  be  taken  only  by  die  dient:  seeoodlj, 
die  f  I  iiiiiiw  tiftn  does  not  amount  to  champ^r^p.  Sm^mm 
V.  Lami(a)  will  be  relied  opon  fbr  die  defeadant&. 
Bot  diere  die  sobject  matter  of  die  soit  was  poicfaaaed, 
out  and  cot,  by  die  attorney,  pendente  lite :  here  it  is 
awgned  to  him,  pendente  lite^  only  as  a  aecori^ ;  and 
audi  a  transaction  is  not  within  the  misrhief  sgainst 
which  the  ttatntes  relating  to  champerty  were  intended 
to  proiide,  namely,  the  attorney  taking  an  ondne  ad- 
iraotage  of  bis  dient  in  the  porchase,  firom  his  greater 
means  of  knowledge  aa  to  the  ralne  of  the  subject 
matter*  [Lord  CamjAeU  C.  J.  The  old  word  for 
cbampertj  is  ''campi  pordtia'^  The  statutes  dearly 
point  to  a  purchase  oot^and  oat:  3  stat.  28  Ed.  1.  c.  IK 
enacts  that  ^  the  King  will,  that  no  officer  nor  any  other 
(for  to  have  part  of  the  thing  in  plea)  shall  not  take 

(a)  7  E.  ^  B.  84. 
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upon  him  the  business  that  is  in  suit;  nor  none  upon  1858. 
any  such  covenant  shall  give  up  his  right  to  another ;  andebsok 
and  if  any  do,  and  he  be  attainted  thereof,  the  taker  radcliffb. 
shall  forfeit  unto  the  King  so  much  of  his  lands  and 
goods  as  doth  amount  to  the  value  of  the  part  that  he 
hath  purchased  for  such  maintenance."  But  the  statute 
afterwards  enacts  that  **  it  may  not  be  understood  hereby, 
that  any  person  shall  be  prohibit  to  have  counsel  of 
pleaders,  or  of  learned  men  in  the  law  for  his  fee,  or 
of  his  parents  and  next  friends.*'  This  clause  applies 
directly  to  the  present  case.  [Cromptan  J.  Lord  Cokes 
comment  on  it  is  directly  against  you.]  He  says  (2  Inst 
c.  11.  p.  564.),  *Mf  the  seijeant  at  law,  apprentice,  or 
attorney  do  take  a  feoffment  hanging  the  plea,  or  the 
like  to  maintaine  the  tenant,  though  it  be  pro  suo  dando, 
in  lieu  of  his  fee,  yet  is  this  champerty  within  the  pur- 
view of  this  statute;  for  their  counsell,  that  is,  their 
advice  and  direction  in  their  profession  of  law  is  excepted : 
but  to  take  any  estate  in  the  land,  hanging  the  writ,  for 
maintenance,  is  to  become  a  party,  and  in  no  sort  allowed 
to  them  by  this  Act**  But  Lord  Coke  is  there  speaking  of 
a  sale  to  the  attorney,  out  and  out,  of  the  whole  or  part 
of  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  not  of  an  assignment 
to  him  by  way  of  security  only.  [Crompton  J.  A  mort- 
gage is  a  sale  pro  tanta]  It  has  frequently  been  decided 
that  an  assignment  like  this  is  not  void  for  maintenance 
or  champerty.  In  Harrington  v.  Long  (a)  and  Hartley 
V.  Russell  {b)  a  Court  of  equity  held  that  the  mere 
transfer,  to  a  stranger,  of  an  interest  which  is  the  subject 
matter  of  a  suit,  unaccompanied  by  any  stipulation  that 
the  proceedings  should  be  carried  on  by  the  transferee, 

(a)  2  Myl  $•  K.  590.  (6)  2  Sim,  fy  S.  244. 


Badcliffk. 
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1868.  ^s  ^^^  niiuntenance  or  champerty.  And,  even  where 
AndersoiT  ^^^^  transfer  is  to  the  attorney,  it  is  void  within  the 
statute  only  where  it  is  a  transfer  out  and  out,  and  not 
made  merely  by  way  of  security.  That  appears  from 
the  decisions,  in  equity,  in  Wood  v.  Downes  {a)  and  Hall 
V.  Hallet  (&).  In  those  cases  it  was  decreed  that  an 
assignment  to  an  attorney  of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
suit  was  void  a%  an  absolute  assignment,  as  amounting 
to  champerty,  but  was  to  stand  good  as  a  security  for 
any  moneys  advanced  by  the  attorney.  Here,  moreover, 
the  estate  has  become  actually  vested  in  the  plaintiff; 
and,  even  if  the  transaction  as  between  Walton  and 
himself  was  fraudulent  or  contrary  to  public  policy,  still, 
in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  (^ourt 
in  Feret  v.  Hill  (c\  he  would  not  be  the  leas  the  owner 
for  the  purposes  of  this  action. 

Atherton  and  Kemplay^  contra.  First,  the  assignment 
by  Walton  to  the  plaintiff  is  void.  It  amounts  to  cham- 
perty within  3  stat.  28  Ed.  I.  c.  11.,  which  provides 
against  maintenance  or  champerty  generally,  and  by 
others  than  officers  or  clerks  of  the  King,  specified  in 
the  previous  statutes,  3  Ed.  1.  c.  25.,  3  Ed.  1.  c.  28. 
and  1  Stat.  13  Ed.  1.  e.  49.  Lord  Cokeys  comment  upon 
3  Stat  28  Ed.  1.  c.  11.  clearly  shews  that  an  assignment 
like  this  is  illegal.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  statutes 
apply  only  to  sales,  out  and  out,  of  the  subject  matter  of 
the  suit  But,  in  law,  the  instrument  here  operates  as 
a  sale ;  the  assignor  has  only  an  equity  of  redemption. 
[Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  is  a  sale  by  way  of  security 
only.]     It  is  not  the  less  a  sale  within  the  statutes  rela- 

(a)  18  Vtu  120.  (6)  1  Cox  Co.  Eq,  134. 

(c)  16  C<m,  B.  207. 


V. 

Radcliffe. 
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ting  to  champerty:  the  difference  between  It  and  an  1858. 
absolute  sale  is  one  only  of  degree.  fFood  v.  Dowries  (a)  AHDraaon 
is  the  only  authority  at  all  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
But  in  that  case  the  bill  itself  prayed  that  the  contracts 
executed  by  the  testator  with  the  defendants  might  be 
declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  an  absolute  sale,  but 
might  stand  good  as  a  security  for  what  might  be  due 
on  the  general  account.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  That 
shews,  at  all  events,  that  it  was  understood  that  such  a 
prayer  would  be  allowed  in  equity.]  It  does  not  shew 
that  the  contract  might  not  have  been  declared  null 
altogether :  a  Court  of  equity  may  allow,  at  the  request 
of  the  party  who  has  a  right  to  treat  the  contract  as  null, 
that  it  shall  stand  in  a  qualified  shape.  In  Simpson  v. 
Lamb  (i),  Wood  v.  Dowries  (a)  is  mentioned  by  the 
Court,  in  giving  judgment,  as  a  decision  that  no  at- 
torney can  be  permitted  to  purchase  any  thing  in  liti- 
gation, of  which  litigation  he  has  the  management. 
Hall  V.  Hallet  (e)  lays  the  rule  down  quite  as  broadly. 
Feret  v.  Hill  {d)  was  cited  to  shew  that  the  title  given 
by  the  assignment  cannot  now  be  impeached.  But  in 
that  case  the  contract,  legal  in  itself,  was  obtained  by 
means  of  a  collateral  fraud,  and  therefore  was  simply 
voidable :  here  it  is  illegal,  and  therefore  void  ab  initio. 
Secondly,  the  plaintiff  has,  at  all  events,  no  action 
against  the  defendants.  The  assignee  of  the  term, 
Johnson,  was  the  person  who  dug  up  and  removed  the 
potatoes :  all  that  the  sheriff  did  was  to  assign  the 
term  to  him,  under  the  fi.  fa.,  as  he  was  authorized  to  do ; 
Watson  on  Sheriffs^  p.  252  (2d  ed.),  Taylor  v.  Cole  (e). 

(a)  18  Ves.  120.  (6)  1  E.  ^  B.  84. 

(c)  1  Cox  Ca,  Eq.  134.  {d)  16  Com.  B.  207. 

(«)  3  T.  R.  292. 
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1858.  The  declaration  cannot  be  amended  so  as  to  shew  a 
Ahdebson  cause  of  action  bj  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants. 
Badcuffe.  ^^^^o^y  yfho,  under  the  bill  of  sale,  was  in  effect  mort- 
gagor in  possession,  did  not  give  up  possession  to  the 
plaintiff  till  after  the  alleged  trespass  by  the  sheriff, 
which  took  place  before  the  execution  of  the  writ  of 
habere  facias  possessionem.  That  writ  would  replace 
Walton  from  the  time  of  his  disseisin;  and  therefore  his 
title  would  relate  back  to  the  alleged  trespass  by  the 
sheriff:  but  the  plaintiff's  title  would  not;  he  was  not 
in  possession.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  He  had  the  legal 
estate,  though  not  the  corporeal  possession.]  It  has  been 
contended  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  an  act  of 
trespass  after  the  plaintiff  had  possession. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  If  all  that  took  place  upon 
the  execution  of  the  writ  had  been  an  assignment  of  the 
term,  tale  quale,  by  the  sheriff,  I  think  the  defendants 
would  not  have  been  liable.  But  it  appears  clear  that, 
while  the  sheriff  was,  by  his  officer,  upon  the  premises, 
the  potatoes  were  sold  by  the  latter,  as  separate  chattels, 
apart  from  the  term.  The  only  question  therefore  is. 
Whether  the  deed  of  assignment  by  Walton  to  the  plain- 
tiff is  valid,  so  as  to  make  the  plaintiff  the  party  entitled 
to  sue.  I  think  that  it  is.  In  Simpson  v.  Lamb  {a\ 
which  was  relied  upon  for  the  defendants,  it  was  decided 
that,  if  an  attorney,  pendente  lite,  purchases  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action,  he  is  guilty  of  champerty  or 
maintenance.  But  nothing  was  said  in  that  case  as  to 
the  assignment  of  such  subject  matter  by  way  of  secu- 
rity :  and  the  distinction  between  that  and  a  sale,  out 

(a)  1  E.fy  B.  84. 


V. 

RiDCLirrs. 
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and  out,.8ccms  to  be  well  established.  The  statutes  1858* 
relating  to  champerty  and  maintenance  are  rather  ob-  audemoh 
scure ;  and  we  must  therefore  look  to  the  construction 
which  has  been  put  upon  them*  The  result  appears 
to  be  (and  Lord  Cokeys  commentary  is  strongly  in 
favour  of  such  a  view)  that  the  assignment  to  the 
attorney  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  by  way  of 
security  is  not  unlawful.  There  is  a  clear  distinction 
between  such  a  conveyance  and  an  absolute  sale  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit.  In  the  latter  case  the  attorney 
might  have  an  opportunity  of  imposing  on  his  client, 
from  his  superior  knowledge  of  the  value  of  that  subject 
matter,  and  might,  after  the  purchase,  take  improper 
means  to  increase  the  value.  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
a  mere  assignment,  by  way  of  security,  is  open  to  no 
such  danger,  and  may  be  very  advantageous  to  the 
client  Wood  v.  Downes  (a)  is  a  clear  authority,  in 
equity,  as  to  the  distinction  between  the  two  transac- 
tions. There  the  sale  by  a  client  to  his  attorney,  pen- 
dente lite,  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  though  liable 
to  the  charge  of  champerty,  was  decreed  to  stand  good 
as  a  security  only  for  what  was  actually  due.  It  is 
true  that  the  prayer  of  the  bill  sought  no  more  than 
what  was  decreed.  But  the  case  clearly  shews  what 
was  the  established  doctrine  in  equity  upon  this  point ; 
and  Lord  Eldan  expresses  no  doubt  in  giving  judgment. 
Here  the  deed  itelf  professses  to  be  nothing  more  than 
a  security:  the  attorney  is  a  trustee  for  Walton  in 
respect  of  any  surplus  arising  on  the  sale.  I  am  there- 
fore of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  and  on  the  authorities 

(«)   18  Fet.  120. 
E.   B«   &   E.  3   O 
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185S.       which  I  have  mentioned,  that  the  security  is  valid,  and 
Ahdirsov    ^^^  therefore  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  this  action* 


▼. 
BAPcurrs. 


(CoLSBiDOB  J.  was  absent) 

Eblb  J*  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  deed  is  not 
void  for  champerty.  The  statutes  relating  to  that  oflence 
were  directed  against  speculations  by  attorneys  in  sails. 
But  this  transaction  is  not  within  the  mischief  provided 
against :  and  the  law  would  be  oppressive  if  the  client 
might  not  raise  money  by  charging  that  which  he  claims 
to  be  entitled  to.  The  distinction  taken  in  Wood  v. 
Downes  (a)  seems  to  me  to  be  a  sound  one.  It  is 
recognised  in  Simpson  v.  Lamb  (i),  and,  I  think,  more 
than  once  by  the  Courts  of  equity.  I  felt  some  difficulty 
at  first  as  to  whether  the  action  lay  against  the  sheriff 
for  what  was  done  with  respect  to  the  growing  crops. 
But  it  appears  that,  under  the  fi.  fa.,  he  authorized  the 
digging  up  and  sale  of  the  potatoes,  as  chattels,  separate 
from  the  term;  and  that  is  a  trespass  for  which  an 
action  lies. 

Crompton  J.  It  is  clear,  from  fVood  v.  Downet  (a\ 
that  a  deed  like  this,  assigning  to  the  attorney  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit  by  way  of  security  only,  is 
valid.  It  is  neither  fraudulent  nor  illegal ;  and  there- 
fore the  distinction  which  it  was  attempted  to  nuse 
between  firaudulcnt  and  illegal  contracts  cannot  apply. 
There  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff's  title 
would  relate  back  to  the  first  trespass  by  the  sheriff. 

(a)  18  Vti,  120.  (6)  1  E.^B.  84, 


XXL  VICTORIA. 

The  iDtervention  of  IValtorCs  title  makes  the  question 

somewhat  difficult ;  and  I  do  not  give  an  opinion  either 

way.     But  it  is  clear  that,  after  the  plaintiff's  title  had 

accrued,  and  after  he  was  in  possession,  the  sheriff 

authorized  the  digging  up  and  sale  of  the  potatoes,  as 

chattels,  apart  from  the  term :  and  for  that  trespass  he 

is  h'able. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Andbasom 
Radouffe. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


Radcliffe  and  Waleeb  against  Anderson. 


FAruarp  Btb, 
I860.] 


n^HE  defendants  having  appealed  in  the  Court  of  For  marginal 
Exchequer  Chamber  against  the  above  decision,  p.  806.         ' 
the  case  was  now  argued. 


Kemplayy  for  the  appellants  (defendants  below).  First, 
the  mortgage  of  1 1th  July  1857  was  void,  as  being  a  sale 
of  matter  in  suit,  made  piendente  lite.  The  first  statute 
on  the  subject  was  Westminster  the  First,  3  Ed.  1.  e.  25. : 
that  applied  only  to  officers  of  the  King ;  2  Inst.  207 ; 
and  c.  28.  of  the  same  statute  applies  to  the  *'  clerk  of 
any  justice,  or  sheriff;"  2  Inst  212.  Then  the  Statute 
of  Westminster  ihe  Second,  1  stat.  13  Ed.  1.  c.  49.,  enacts 
that  **  the  chancellor,  treasurer,  jusdces,  nor  any  of  the 
King's  council,  no  clerk  of  the  Chancery,  nor  of  the 
Exchequer,  nor  of  any  justice  or  other  officer,  nor  any 
of  the  King's  House,  clerk  ne  lay,  shall  not  receive  any 
church,  nor  advowson  of  a  church,  land,  nor  tenement 

3  o  2 


V. 

Anderson. 
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[1860.]  '^^  ^^^3  ^J  S^^U  nor  by  purchase,  nor  to  farm,  nor  by 
Radcliffb  cl^an™pe'*ty>  nor  otherwise,  so  long  as  the  thing  is  in  plea 
before  us,  or  before  any  of  our  oflScers ;"  2  Inst  484,  In 
the  ArticuU  super  chartas,  3  stat  28  Ed.  1.  c.  11.,  the 
enactment  is  made  general :  **  And  further,  because  the 
King  hath  heretofore  ordained  by  statute,  that  nooe  of 
his  ministers  shall  take  no  plea  for  maintenance,  by 
which  statute  other  officers  were  not  bounden  before 
this  time ;  (2)  The  King  will,  that  no  officer  nor  any 
other  (for  to  have  part  of  the  thing  in  plea)  shall  not 
take  upon  him  the  business  that  is  in  suit ;  (3)  nor  none 
upon  any  such  covenant  shall  give  up  his  right  to  ano- 
ther ;  (4)  and  if  any  do,  and  he  be  attainted  thereof,  the 
taker  shall  forfeit  unto  the  King  so  much  of  his  land  and 
goods  as  doth  amount  to  the  value  of  the  part  that  he 
hath  purchased  for  such  maintenance.  (5)  And  for  this 
attcindre,  whosoever  will,  shall  be  received  to  sue  for  the 
King  before  the  justices  before  whom  the  plea  hangetb, 
and  the  judgment  shall  be  given  by  them.  (6)  But  it 
may  not  be  understood  hereby,  that  any  person  shall  be 
prohibit  to  have  counsel  of  pleaders,  or  of  learned  men 
in  the  law  for  his  fee,  or  of  his  parents  and  next  friends.^ 
2  Inst.  563.  The  essence  of  the  offence,  as  appears  by 
Lord  Cokeys  comments,  consists  in  making  a  conveyance 
of  property  which  is  the  subject  of  litigation,  pendente 
lite.  And  that  is  the  principle  of  Simpson  v.  Lamb  (a), 
which  Lord  Campbell  recognized  in  his  judgment  in  the 
present  case  in  the  Court  below.  There,  as  here,  the 
purchase  was  by  the  vendor*s  attorney.  In  fVood  v. 
Dau!nes(b),  as  was  pointed  out  below,  the  general  question 
was  not  argued.  In  ChittyOn  the  Law  of  Contracts^  p.  592 
(6th  ed.),  champerty  is  defined  as  *^  a  bargain  with  a  plain- 

(a)  1  E,^  B,  84.  (6)  18  Fet.  120. 


▼. 
Andeksoh. 
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llif  or  defendant,  to  divide  the  land  or  other  matter  sued       [1860.] 
for  between  them,  if  they  prevail  at  law ;  whereupon  the     judcuffe* 
champertee  is  to  carry  on  the  party's  suit  at  his  own 
expence." 

Next,  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  this  action.  He 
had  no  possession  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff; 
Walton  himself  had  no  such  possession.  It  may  be,  how- 
ever, that  the  title  of  Walton^  the  actual  plaintiff  in  the 
ejectment,  related  back  to  the  verdict  or  judgment  in 
ejectment,  or  earlier;  but  the  present  plaintiff's  title  can 
have  no  such  relation.  [^Willes  J.  The  title  of  the  pur- 
chaser of  a  chattel  interest  has  relation  back.]  Suppose 
Walton^  by  the  habere  facias,  to  be  in  possession  as  from 
the  time  when  his  title  accrued ;  after  the  mortgage,  he 
was  mortgagor  in  possession,  and  was  the  proper  party 
to  maintain  trespass.  Nothing  done  after  the  delivery 
of  possession  to  Walton  was  illegal.  The  sale  and  the 
assignment  of  the  term,  if  the  plaintiff  was  legally  in 
possession,  were  merely  void ;  Owen  v.  I^egh  (a).  The 
position  of  a  party  who,  being  lawfully  entitled  to  a 
messuage,  enters  into  it  without  legal  process  and  holds 
possession,  is  discussed  in  the  note  to  Taylor  v.  Cole  {b) 
by  the  late  editors  of  SmWCs  Leading  Cases  (c).  No 
damage  having  been  here  done,  the  action  fails;  Tanered 
v.  Allgood(d)^  Mayliew  v.  Herrick{ey 

S.  Temple^  for  the  respondent  (plaintiff  below).  After 
entry,  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  related  back  to  the  time 
when  the  title  accrued ;  Bamett  v.  Earl  of  Guildford  {g). 

(a)  3  B.  fr  Aid.  470.  (6)  3  T.  R.  292. 

(c)  I  Smiih*t  L.Ca.i\0  (4th  ed.).  {d)  4  H.^  N,  438. 

(e)  7  Com.  B.  229.  <^)  1 1  Exch,  19. 
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[I860.]  [The  Court  desired  him  to  conBne  his  argament  to  the 
iLu>cLi7fs~  question  of  champerty.]  The  objection  cannot  be  taken 
AMDmov  ^y  *  ^^"^  party ;  Knight  v.  Bowyer  {a\  If  the  sheriff 
could  intenrene,  so  might  any  stranger.  [WilKams  J. 
The  Lord  Justice  Turner^  in  Knight  ▼•  Bowyer  (a), 
distinguishes  that  case  from  Simpson  v.  Lamb  (£)  on  the 
ground  that  in  the  last  named  case  **  the  purchase  was 
by  the  attorney  from  the  client  of  the  subject  matter  of 
the  suit  in  which  he  was  attorney.*^  It  may  perhaps  be 
said  that  in  Simpson  v.  Lamb  (b)  the  objection  was  taken 
by  a  third  party:  but,  substantially,  the  question  was 
between  the  vendor  and  the  vendee*  In  2  Bac.  Abr,  26 
(7  th  ed.),  Champerty^  champerty  is  defined  as  **  the  unlaw- 
fill  maintenance  of  a  suit,  in  consideration  of  a  bargain  to 
have  part  of  the  thing  in  dispute,  or  some  profit  out  of  it." 
That  definition  is  inapplicable  to  this  transaction.  {Byles 
J.  referred  to  2  RoL  Abr.  114,  Maintenance  (C.).]  It  is 
essential  to  champerty  that  there  should  be  some  agree- 
ment for  carrying  on  the  suit,  as,  for  instance,  an  indem- 
nity for  future  costs ;  Harrington  v.  Long  (c).  Hartley  v. 
Russell  (d) ;  it  must  be  something  more  than  a  mere  secu- 
rity for  costs  already  due.  The  public  policy  comes  into 
consideration  only  where  there  is  a  risk  of  the  attorney 
inposing  on  his  client,  or  of  litigation  being  encouraged. 
But  how  can  that  be  the  case  where  there  is  no  purchase 
at  all,  but  only  an  assignment  of  a  claim,  already  esta- 
blished, as  a  security  for  money  already  due  ?  The  word 
**  purchased,**  in  3  stat.  28  E(L  1.  e.  11.,  manifestly  is  not 
used  in  the  technical  sense  of  acquiring  otherwise  than 


(a)  2D€  G.§r  J'  421.  (/»)  7  E.  Sc  B,  84. 

(c)  2  M,Sf  K,  590.  ((/)  3  Sim,  ^  S,  244. 
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by  inheritance,  but  means  '<  buying,^  in  the  popular 
sense.  The  same  remark  applies  to  the  word  '^  pur- 
chase" in  1  Stat  IS  Ed.  1.  c.  49.,  where  it  occurs  together 
with  "gift.**  [Bramwell  B.  The  decision  in  Simpson  y. 
Lamb  (a)  does  appear  to  have  turned,  not  so  much  on 
the  statutes  of  champertji  as  on  the  general  policy  of 
disallowing  a  purchase  made  by  an  attorney  from  his 
client.]  That  is  so.  In  Stanley  v.  Jones  (b)  the  con<^ 
tract  was  held  to  be  illegal  because  it  provided  for  the 
obtaining  evidence  in  the  course  of  the  suit 
The  Court  then  called  on 
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RADGLim 

▼. 
AKOiRfloir. 


Kemplatft  in  reply.  The  suggestion  that  Simpson  v. 
Lamb  (a)  was  a  decision  merely  on  general  grounds  of 
policy  cannot  be  maintained :  had  that  been  so,  Shaen, 
the  purchaser  in  that  case,  would,  according  to  the  doc- 
trine of  fFood  V.  Doumes  (e\  have  been  entitled  to  retain 
the  security  for  the  50/.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  point 
in  Simpson  v.  Lamb  (a)  was  raised  upon  the  question  as 
to  the  rights  of  third  parties.  The  definition  cited  from 
Bacon  is  correct :  and,  if  io  the  present  case  the  pur- 
chaser had  had  no  interest  in  the  continuation  of  the 
suit,  it  may  be  allowed  that  there  would  have  been  no 
champerty.  But  he  had  in  fact  the  management  of  the 
suit,  which,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  had  proceeded 
only  as  far  as  the  verdict. 

Williams  J.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  affirmed.  It 
is  argued  for  the  defendants  that,  even  assuming  the 
conveyance  of  11th  of  July  1857  to  be  unobjectionable, 


(a)  1  E,^  B,  84. 


(6)  7  Bing.  369. 


(o;  18  Vu.  120. 
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[I860.]      still  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action  against  the  de- 
Badcuff*    fendants,  because  all  that  the  sheriff  has  done,  since  the 
delivery  of  the  possession  under  the  habere  fadaMy  has 
been  to  execute  a  contract  of  sale  and  an  assignment  of 
the  term,  which  acts  are  not  a  foundation  for  an  action 
of  trespass,  or  for  any  other.     If  it  were  necessary  to 
decide  whether  a  mere  contract  in  execution  of  a  sap- 
posed  authority  to  sell  is  actionable,  that  is  a  question 
which  might  require   consideration.     A  vendee   who 
takes  possession  is  set  in  motion  by  the  vendor,  and 
may  be  treated  as  his  agent,  so  as  to  make  the  vendor 
liable.     The  present  case,  however,  does  not  admit  of 
that  view,  because  the  vendee  did  not  take  possession 
till  after  action  brought :  and  there  might  have  been  a 
difficulty,  except  for  the  understanding  between   the 
parties  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must 
be  considered  right  if  there  be  any  ground  on  which 
the  action  is  maintainable.     Now  we  are  of  opinion 
that,  at  all  events,  an  action  of  trespass  is  maintainable 
for  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff  on  23d  July^  by  reason 
of  the  relation   of  the   plaintiff's   title    Xo   the    time 
when  his  right  accrued.     That  is  the  ordinary  doctrine 
on  which  actions  for  mesne  proBts  are  founded:  you 
look  to  the  date  of  the  title,  and,  after  entry,  consider 
the  party  entitled  to  have  been  then  in  possession.    But  it 
is  further  said  that,  as  WaltarCs  possession  had  relation  to 
his  title,  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  in  possession, 
as  mortgagor,  at  the  date  of  the  sheriff's  seizure.     We 
think,  however,  that  the  transfer  of  possession  by  fFahan 
to  the  plaintiff  had  also  relation  to  the  date  of  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  so  as  altogether  to  override  the  execution.     It 
remains,  then,  to  consider  whether  the  deed  of  llth  July 
1857  is  bud  as  amounting  to  champerty  or  maintenance. 
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or  on  the  general  ground  of  public  policy.  It  has  been  [I860.] 
in  vain  attempted  to  find  language  used  in  any  of  Radcuffb 
the  statutes  which  is  applicable  to  the  present  case.  It  Amdebson. 
is  true  that  the  words  of  ancient  Acts  of  Parliament  have, 
in  the  construction  of  them,  been  extended  to  a  sense 
wider  than  has  been  warranted  by  their  actual  language. 
But  we  cannot  find  any  authority  on  the  construction 
of  these  statutes  to  shew  that  there  is  either  maintenance 
or  champerty  in  such  a  case  as  this.  Maintenance  is 
where  any  man  gives  or  delivers  to  another,  that  is  plain- 
tiff or  defendant  in  any  action,  any  sum  of  money  or 
other  thing  to  maintain  his  plea,  or  takes  great  pains  for 
him  when  he  hath  nothing  therewith  to  do.  See  Termes 
de  la  Ley,  Maintenance.  Champerty  is  a  species  of 
maintenance,  being  a  bargain  with  a  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant to  divide  the  land,  campum  partiri,  or  other  matters 
sued  for  between  them,  if  they  prevail  at  law,  whereupon 
the  champertor  is  to  carry  on  the  party *s  suit  at  his  own  ex- 
pence.  See  Russell  On  Crimes,  Book  ii«  ch.  20.  (a).  The 
present  transaction  certainly  does  not  fall  within  either  of 
these  definitions.  I  am  willing,  however,  to  admit  that 
there  would  be  a  strictness  which  could  not  be  approved 
of  in  confining  ourselves  rigidly  to  the  definition,  if  it 
were  made  out  that  there  was  an  undertaking,  before  or 
after  the  action  was  brought,  that  the  attorney  should 
have  the  estate,  or  a  share  in  it,  in  consideration  of 
his  future  labours.  But  here  the  bargain  is  confined 
to  the  payment  of  fees  already  due ;  a  most  important 
consideration.  Looking  at  that,  let  us  sec  how  the 
question   has  been    considered  in   modern   cases.     In 

(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  175  {3d  ed.,  by  Greaves). 
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[I860.]  Prosser  v.  Edmonds  (a)  Lord  Abinger  says :  "All  our 
.  iudcliffb  cases  of  maintenance  and  champerty  are  founded  on  the 
Andebson  principle  that  no  encouragement  should  be  given  to 
litigation  by  the  introduction  of  parties  to  enforce  those 
rights  which  others  are  not  disposed  to  enforce." 
That  principle  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case, 
because  here  the  object  of  taking  the  security  was 
to  enable  the  attorney  to  recover  fees  which  he  had 
already  earned.  Lord  Abinger  s  observation  is  cited 
with  approbation  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  J. 
Romillift  in  Cochell  v.  Taylor  {b\  which  case  also  is  itself 
an  authority  on  the  iK>int.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
says :  "  During  the  argument,  I  stopped  the  defendants 
counsel  on  the  question  of  the  objection  raised  to  this 
transaction,  on  the  ground  of  champerty.  In  my  opinion, 
little  need  be  said  on  this  subject*  If  this  were  the  case 
of  the  sale  of  a  right  to  sue, — as  for  instance,  if  the 
plaintiflf  Colktt  had,  before  the  institution  of  the  suit  of 
Colktt  V.  Preston,  sold  any  right  he  might  have  to  set 
aside  the  deed  of  December  1848, — it  might  have  been 
affected  by  the  rule  of  law  which  relates  to  champerty ; 
but  this  deed  is  the  sale  by  a  person  of  his  interest  in  a 
fund  in  Court.  The  distinction  between  those  cases  is 
well  pointed  out  by  Lord  Abinger  in  Prosser  v.  JStf- 
monds^  (c).  These  authorities  fully  establish  that  in 
the  transaction  before  us  there  is  nothing  of  cham- 
perty or  maintenance.  We  are  then  to  consider  whe- 
ther, if  it  be  neither  of  these,  the  transaction  is  illegal 
as  contrary  to  general  public  policy.     We  have  been 


(a)  I  y.^a  Exeh,  Eg.  481.  497.  (6)  15  Beav.  103.  116. 

Ce)  I  r.  ^  C.  Exch,  Eq.  497. 


XXIII.   VICTORIA.]  827 

pressed  with  the  decision  in  Simpson  v.  Lamb  (a).  No  [I860.] 
doubt  the  Court  there  treated  as  voidable  an  absolute  Radcliffe" 
sale  to  the  attorney.  The  case  is  recognised  by  Lord  amderson. 
Justice  Turner  {b) :  but  he  goes  on  to  say  that  it  was  dis- 
tinguishable from  that  then  before  him:  ''There  the 
purchase  was  by  the  attorney  from  the  client  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit  in  which  he  was  attorney." 
Again,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  itself  has  distin- 
guished this  case  from  Simpson  ▼•  Lamb  (a)^  on  the 
ground  that  here  the  transaction  was  not  a  sale,  but  a 
security  for  fees  due  before  the  conveyance  was  executed. 
The  Court,  therefore,  which  appears  for  the  first  time 
to  consider  the  purchase  by  an  attorney  of  the  subject 
matter  of  a  suit  during  its  pendency  voidable  on  the 
general  ground  of  its  being  contrary  to  public  policy^ 
has  itself  declared  that  this  is  inapplicable  to  the  case  of 
a  security  for  a  debt  already  due.  One  contract  may 
be  contrary  to  public  policy,  the  other  not.  It  oflen 
happens  that,  unless  the  attorney  who  conducts  the 
suit  continues  to  do  so,  the  plaintiflf  has  not  the 
means  of  going  on.  An  attorney  there  would  have 
such  strong  influence  over  his  client  as  to  make  it 
dangerous  to  allow  a  purchase  by  a  party  having  so 
much  power  to  dictate  the  terms.  But  that  is  very 
diflferent  from  the  case  of  a  debt  already  due  in 
respect  of  costs  subject  to  taxation,  where  the  attorney 
gets  nothing  but  a  security  for  a  just  debt.  Therefore 
the  Court  that  held  one  contract  illegal  might  well  hold 
the  other  legal :  and  we  sec  no  reason  for  differing  from 
that  distinction.     We  need  not  say  whether  we  go  the 

(a)  1  E,^  B.  84. 

(6)  Knight  ▼.  Bowyer,  2  De  G,  ^  J,  445. 
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▼. 
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whole  length  of  the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench  io  SiBtpsom 
v.  iMtnb  {a\  It  is  enough  to  say  that,  assuming  that 
decision  to  be  right  to  the  full  extent,  the  pbintiff  is 
here  nevertheless  entitled  to  our  judgment. 


Btles  and  Keatino,  Js.,  and  Bramwell  and  Chav« 
HELL,  Bs.,  concurreiL  (Willks  J.  and  Mabtih  B.  had 
left  the  Court  during  the  argument) 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  1  E.  ^  B  84. 


Ex  parte  Lees. 

^HIS  was  an  application  for  a  writ  of  error,  or  for  a 

certiorari,  or  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  for  the 

purpose  of  quashing  the  conviction  of  Charles  Frederick 

^^^^  JL<vi  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Island  of  St.  Helena. 

A  certified  copy  of  the  record  was  sent  over  by  order  of 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies.    The  material 


Subttdcuft 
JwM  ]2th. 


WbcrVa  upon 
•B  indicniieDt 
in  a  colonial 
court  pro> 
oecdiog  hj 
eoone6fca 
mon  Uw,  the 
prisoiier  has 
been  conrictcd 
of  a  criminal 
offence,  and 

b  inexecatkm    parts  were  as  follows. 

tence,  the  **  Supreme  Court  of  Si,  Helena,  Island  of  St  Helena^ 

Qneen's  Bench  to  wit  Be  it  remembered  that,  at  the  Criminal  Sessions 
fJJnW^  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Island  of  Si.  Helena,  holden 
Se*^rd^of  ®^  •'^"'^'  Town,  in  and  for  the  said  Island  of  SL  Helena^ 
the  conTiction,    ^^  the  1st  day  of  Ociober  a.d.  1856,  before  William 

nnlea  too  ''  ^  ^ 

Attorney  WUde  Esq.,  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

General  has  '  * 

inaedhbfiat     said  Island,  by  the  oaths  of  (here  followed  the  names 

for  a  writ  of 

Nor  will  the  Court,  without  such  6af,  direct  a  certiorari  to  issue  for  the  purpose  of 


^nging  up  the  record,  and  bringing  a  writ  of  error  upon  it. 

A  wnt  of  habeas  coq)US  is  not  grantablc  in  general  where  the  party  is  in  C3 
criminal  charge,  after  judgment,  on  tiu  iudictmeiit  according  to  tlic  course  of 
law. 


execution  on  a 
the  common 


Less. 
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of  nineteen  jurors), "  then  and  there  impannelled,  sworn,  1858. 
and  charged  to  inquire  for  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  ex  part© 
and  for  the  body  of  the  said  Island,  it  is  presented" 
**  that  Charles  Frederick  LeeSy  late  of  the  Island  of  SL 
Helena^  mariner,  on  the  11th  day  of  July  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1856,  with  force  and  arms,  upon  the  high 
seas,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  in  and  on 
board  of  a  certain  ship  or  vessel  called  The  Senator^  in 
and  upon  one  Thomas  Spring  Burch,  in  the  peace  of 
God  and  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being, 
did  make  an  assault;"  charging  the  said  C.  F.  Lees  with 
firing  a  pistol  at  the  said  T  S.  A,  *^  with  intent  then 
and  there  and  thereby  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  the  said  T  S.  B.  to  kill  and  mur- 
der, against  the  form  of  the  statute"  &a,  *^and  against 
the  peace"  &c.  The  second,  third  and  fourth  counts 
laid  the  assault  as  made  with  intent  to  maim,  to  disable, 
and  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm,  respectively.  *^And 
afterwards,  to  wit  on  the  2d  day  of  October  in  the  year 
and  reign  aforesaid,  before  our  said  Chief  Justice  of  the 
said  Session  of  the  said  Island,  the  said  Charles  Frederick 
Lees  is  arraigned,  and  to  the  said  indictment  and  charges 
saith  that  he  is  Not  guilty.  And  thereupon  the  jurors 
by  the  sheriff  for  this  purpose  impannelled  and  returned, 
to  wit"  &c.,  ^^good  and  lawful  men  of  the  body  of  this 
Island,  being  called,  came,  who,  being  selected  and 
sworn  to  speak  the  truth  of  and  concerning  the  pre- 
mises, upon  their  oath  say  that,  as  to  the  premises  and 
charge  in  the  first,  second  and  third  counts  of  the  said 
indictment  respectively  charged  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
Charles  Frederick  Lees  is  Not  guilty;  and,  as  to  the  said 
fourth  count  thereof,  that  the  said  Charles  Frederick  Lees 
is  Guilty  of  the  same  (that  is  to  say,  of  assaulting  with 


880  TRINITY  TERM. 

1858.        intent  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm).     Whereupon  our 

Ex  parte      ^^^^  Chief  Justice  then  and  there  passed  upon  the  said 

"**•         Charles  Frederick  Lets  the  sentence  of  imprisonment  in 

Her  Majesty's  gaol  at  St  Hekna  for  the  term  of  three 

years," 

By  a  royal  Order  in  Council,  dated  12th  October  ISSS, 
reciting  that,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  (3  &  4  fF.4.c.  85.), 
intituled  *'  An  Act  for  effecting  an  arrangement  with  7^ 
Hast  India  Company^  and  for  the  better  government  of 
His  Majesty's  Lidian  Territories,  till  the  30th  day  of 
April  1854,"  it  was,  among  other  things,  enacted  (a)  that 
the  Island  of  St  Helena,  and  all  forts,  &c.  in  the  said 
Island,  should  be  vested  in  His  Majesty,  his  heirs  and 
successors,  and  the  said  Island  should  be  governed  by 
such  orders  as  His  Majesty  in  council  should  from  time 
to  time  issue  in  that  behalf,  it  was  ordered  that,  until 
further  provision  in  that  behalf,  all  the  by-laws  of  7%e 
£ast  India  Company^  and  all  other  laws  in  force  in  the 
Island,  should  remain  in  force ;  and  that  the  powers  and 
authorities  vested  in  the  governor  for  the  time  being 
administering  the  government  of  the  sfdd  Island  under  the 
said  Company  should  be  vested  in  such  person  as  should 
be  specially  appointed  by  His  Majesty  to  be  governor  or 
lieutenant-governor  of  the  said  Island. 

It  was  further  ordered,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
said  governor  or  lieutenant-governor  to  make  and  pro- 
mulgate  such  laws  and  ordinances  as  should  be  necessary 
for  the  good  government  of  the  said  Island,  and  to  make 
any  by-laws  of  the  said  Company  or  other  laws  thereto- 
fore in  force  there,  subject  to  His  Majesty's  confirmation. 

By  a  royal  Order  in  Council,  dated  13th  February 
1839,  it  was  ordered  that  there  should  be  in  the  said 

(a)  Sect.  112. 
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colony  of  St.  Helena  a  court  which  should  be  called  the        1858. 
Supreme  Court  of  St.  Helenas  which  said  Court  should  be       £x  parte 
a  Court  of  record ;  and  that  the  said  Court  should  consist 
of  and  be  holden  before  a  jndge^  who  should  be  called 
the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  St.  Helena. 

It  was  further  ordered^  that  the  Supreme  Court  should 
have  cognizance  of  all  pleas  and  jurisdictions  in  all  causes, 
whether  civil,  criminal  or  mixed,  arising  within  the  said 
colony,  with  jurisdiction  over  all  the  Queen's  subjects, 
and  all  other  persons  whomsoever,  residing  and  being 
within  the  said  colony;  and  that  the  said  Supreme 
Court  should  have  full  power,  jurisdiction  and  authority 
to  judge  and  determine  all  questions  there  arising  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  then  in  force  within  the  said  colony,  mid 
all  such  other  laws  as  should  at  any  time  thereafter  be, 
by  lawful  authority,  made  and  established  for  the  peace, 
order  and  good  government  thereof. 

It  was  further  ordered,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  said  Chief  Justice  to  frame,  constitute  and  establish 
(subject  to  Her  Majesty's  approval)  rules,  orders  and 
regulations  concerning  the  Court,  and  touching  the  forms 
and  manner  of  proceeding  to  be  observed  therein,  and 
the  practice  and  pleading  upon  all  actions,  suits  and 
other  matters,  both  civil  and  criminal,  && 

The  said  Court  had  been  previously  constituted  by 
an  ordinance  of  the  governor,  dated  18th  December 
1837,  for  which  was  afterwards  substituted  an  ordinance 
of  4th  August,  1838. 

By  an  Admiralty  Commission,  issued  on  24  th  October 
1843,  reciting  several  Acts  of  Parliament  passed  in  the 
reigns  of  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  King  George  the 
Third  and  King  George  the  Fourth,  one  of  them  being 
Stat  7  G.  4.  c.  38.,  "  To  enable  Commissioners  for  trying 
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1858.  offences  upon  the  sea,  and  justices  of  the  peace,  to  take 
Ex  parte  examinations  touching  such  offences,  and  to  commit 
to  safe  custody  persons  charged  therewith,**  the  Chief 
Justice  of  St  Helena  was,  among  others,  appointed  a 
Commissioner  to  take  such  informations  and  make  such 
commitments,  and  also,  in  connection  with  certain  other 
officers  of  the  colony,  **  to  inquire,  upon  the  oath  of  good 
and  lawful  men*'  of  the  Island,  ^'and  by  other  ways, 
means  and  methods,**  ^^  whereby  the  truth  of  the  matter 

• 

may  be  better  known  and  enquired  into,  concerning  all 
treasons,  piracies,  felonies,  robberies,  murders,  conspi- 
racies, and  other  offences  whatsoever  done  and  com- 
mitted upon  the  sea,  or  in  any  haven,  river,  creek  or 
place  where  the  admiral  has  power,  authority  or  juris- 
diction,"  ^^  and  to  hear  and  determine  all  the  offences 
aforesaid  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  this  onr 
realm,  and  the  statutes  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  all 
other  statutes  in  that  behalf  made  and  provided.** 

Floody  on  a  previous  day  in  this  Term  (a),  appeared 
in  support  of  the  application.  A  writ  of  error  can  issue 
from  this  Court  to  SL  Helena.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
Have  you  obtained  the  fiat  of  the  Attorney  General  ?] 
No.  But  a  writ  of  error  is  the  proper  course  to  take 
for  the  purpose  of  quashing  this  conviction.  The  laws 
of  England  apply  to  St  Helena^  and  are  not  affected 
by  any  by-laws  enacted  by  the  local  government  there. 
[He  referred  to  The  Laws  of  St.  Helena^  pi\blished  by 
authority  of  the  English  Government.]  Even  where 
a  colony  has  the  privilege  of  making,  to  some  extent, 
its  own  laws,  a  writ  of  error  lies  from  the  mother  country 

(^a)  Monday^  June  7th.     Before  Lord  CofMpbeU  C.  J.,  CoUridge,  Brit 
and  Crompton  Js. 


Lies. 


XXI.  VICTORIA.  833 

to  reverse  a  judgment  in  the  colony.  In  Craw  v.  Ram,"  1858. 
sey  (a)  it  is  laid  down  that  '*  a  writ  of  error  lies  to  Expaittt 
reverse  a  judgment  in  any  dominions  belonging  to  Eng^ 
land^  stating,  as  an  example,  that  there  were  precedents 
of  writs  of  error  from  England  to  reverse  judgments  given 
in  Calais^  then  a  part  of  the  English  dominions :  and 
reference  is  there  made  to  Calvin  s  Case  {b),  in  the  report 
of  which  case  Lord  Coke  takes  the  distinction  between 
writs  of  a  **  mandatory"  nature,  which  lie  to  any  do- 
minions of  the  Crown,  and  those  of  a  **  remedial"  nature, 
which  lie  only  to  any  part  of  England,  [Lord  Campbell 
C.  J.  Does  the  rule  apply  to  criminal  as  well  as  civil 
cases  ?]  It  does.  [Erie  J.'  To  whom  would  the  writ 
of  error  be  directed  in  this  case?]  To  the  Chief  Justice 
of  Si.  Helena.  But  the  application  is,  in  the  alternative, 
for  a  certiorari,  in  order  to  bring  the  record  into  Court, 
so  that  there  may  be  a  writ  coram  vobis,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  a  writ  of  error  will  not,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  lie  to  Si.  Helena  in  the 
first  instance.  A  certiorari  may  issue  for  that  purpose ; 
2  Hal.  PL  C.  210.  c  xxvii. ;  or  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  might  issue  to  bring  up  the  prisoner,  and  raise 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  conviction  in  that 
way. 

Further,  the  indictment  is  bad.    (The  argument  upon 
this  point  is  omitted.) 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. 

(a)  VuMghan,  274.  290.  (6)  7  i{ip.  I  a.  20  •. 

E.   B.   &   K.  3  H 
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1858.  This  was  an  application  for  a  writ  of  error  or  oertic 

gjj^^  to  be  directed  to  the  Sapremc  Court  of  the  islmnc 
^^^  St.  Helena^  to  bring  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Be 
in  England  the  record  of  a  convictioo  alleg^  to 
erroneous.  Some  old  precedents  of  writs^  issued  ou 
this  Court  to  the  French  dominions  of  our  early  Eng 
Sovereigns,  were  cited  to  shew  that  such  writs  mi 
lawfully  issue.  No  precedent,  however,  of  any  such  { 
ceeding  with  respect  to  a  dependency  like  St,  Hek 
forseyeral  centuries,  was  b]ft)ught  before  us;  and  it  ' 
not  at  all  explained  in  what  manner  our  writs  of  en 
certiorari  or  habeas  corpus  could  be  enforced  in  si 
dependencies. 

Without,  however,  deciding  how  far  we   might 
empowered  to  issue  such  a  writ,  we  are  clearly  of  opin 
that  we  ought  not  to  direct  such  a  writ  to  issue  in 
present  case.     We  had  occasion  to  consider,  some  1 
terms  since,  the  question  as  to  this  Court  ordering  a  i 
of  error  to  issue  in  a  criminal  case  without  the  fiat  of 
Attorney  General ;  and  we  then  refused  to  order  a  wri 
issue  without  such  fiat  (a).    It  is  a  part  of  the  prerogat 
of  the  Crown,  that  a  writ  of  error  should  not  issue  exc 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  Crown,  testified  by  the  ; 
of  the  Attorney   General.     It  is  the  function  of 
Attorney  General,  and  not  of  this  Courts  to  dec 
whether  a  writ  of  error  should  issue  in  each  partici; 
case.     We  see  no  reason  why  the  same  rule  ahould  : 
apply  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  in  the  colonies.     1 
reasons  are,  in  our  opinion,  stronger  against  issuing  si 
a  writ  to  the  colonies  than  against  doing  so  to  a  Co 
in  this  country.     The  inconveniences  agunst  which 
rule  of  requiring  the  Attorney  General's  fiat  seemed 

(a)  See  tx  parte  Newton,  A  E,fy  B.  869. 
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guard  would  obviously  be  much  greater  in  the  case  now  1858. 
before  us  than  in  the  former  case,  which  was  an  appli-  ETparte 
cation  for  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Central  Criminal  Court  ^'*™- 
It  is  said,  however,  that  we  ought  to  issue  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  remove  the  record  into  this  Court,  and  that  a 
writ  of  error  coram  vobis  might  then  be  obtained.  There 
is  some  trace  of  writs  of  certiorari  having  in  some  cases 
been  issued  to  bring  up  the  records  of  inferior  Courts 
for  the  purpose  of  quashing  them  on  a  subsequent  writ 
of  error.  The  proper  and  almost  uniform  course,  how- 
ever, in  modern  times  has  been  to  proceed  by  writ  of 
error^  after  judgment  in  a  court  proceeding,  as  the  Court 
of  St  Helena  is  alleged  to  have  done,  by  the  course  of 
our  common  law.  The  writ  of  certiorari  may  be  used 
as  ancillary  to  a  writ  of  error  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
up  some  proceedings  not  returned  on  the  writ  of  errors 
on  diminution  being  alleged ;  and,  perhaps,  in  some  rare 
cases,  for  the  purpose  of  a  writ  of  error  being  brought 
afterwards;  but  we  think  that  we  ought  not,  in  a  criminal 
proceeding,  after  judgment,  and  when  the  party  is  in 
execution  of  a  sentence,  to  grant  such  a  certiorari,  unless 
under  very  peculiar  circumstances,  and  to  prevent  mani- 
fest  injustice,  where  there  is  no  fiat  of  the  Attorney 
General  for  a  writ  of  error.  Supposing  that  we  granted 
a  certiorari,  and  the  writ  were  obeyed,  and  the  record 
removed  here,  we  do  not  see  what  we  could  properly  do 
with  it  unless  a  writ  of  error  were  granted,  which  we 
think  ought  not  to  issue  without  the  sanction  of  the 
Attorney  GeneraL  It  is  not  our  duty  to  say  that  a  writ  * 
of  error  should  be  granted :  and  we  ought  not,  in  the 
exercise  of  our  discretion,  to  grant  a  certiorari  which 
may  have  the  effect  of  interfering  with  the  prerogative 

3  H  2 
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1858.  of  the  Crown.  A  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  the  expe* 
Ezparttt  diency  of  granting  which  we  have  also  directed  ooi 
attention,  is  not  grantable  in  general  where  the  party  is 
in  execution  on  a  criminal  charge,  after  jadgment,  oa 
an  indictment  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law.  And,  even  supposing  it  could  run  to  S^  Helena, 
it  could  only  be  useful  as  ancillary  to  or  accompanying 
a  writ  of  error,  as  it  is  only  by  writ  of  error  that  such 
judgment,  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law, 
can  properly  be  reversed:  until  the  judgment  be  reversed, 
the  prisoner  ought  not  to  be  discharged.  For  these 
reasons  we  think  that  we  ought  not  to  interfere. 

It  is  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  the 
proceedings  were  upon  a  repealed  statute,  and  that  there 
were  errors  in  the  judgment  and  hardships  and  irregu- 
larities in  the  proceedings.  If  such  all^ations  are  well 
founded,  and  obstacles  are  found  to  prevent  any  remedy 
by  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  or  by  writ  of  error  to 
this  Court,  we  apprehend  that  the  advisers  of  the  Crown 
will  take  the  matter  into  their  consideration,  and  form 
their  judgment  with  respect  to  any  alleged  error,  wrong 
or  hardship  which  may  be  brought  before  them;  and,  if 
any  such  be  established  to  their  satisfaction,  will  advise 
the  Crown  to  give  the  relief  to  which  they  may  think 
the  applicant  entitled,  by  pardon  or  mitigation  of  punish- 
ment    We  have  no  authority  to  interfere. 

Rule  refused. 


XXL    VICTORIA.  837 

1858. 


Gabton  against  The  Great  Western  Railway  f'*^^^ 

Company. 


A  PLAINT  in  this  case,  having  been  levied  in  the   The  Gnat 
county  court  of  Gloucestershire  holden  at  Bristol  in  amy  Company^ 
an  action  on  contract,  was  removed  into  this  Court  by  (5  &  6  ir.  4. 

•  e.  cyii.)  in- 

certiorari.  corporiting 

ITie  plaintiff  declared  for  money  had  and  received,  hav«troter- 

and  on  accounts  stated.  d!5!iS°?i.*' 

Pleas.  1.  That  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  <^^  at  Piarf- 

dingttm  lo 

mentioned  accrued  after  the  coming  into  operation  of  Muukaext 

two  ffeneral 

the  Statute  passed  &c  (5  &  6  ^  4.  e.  cvii. (a));  ''and  half-yearly 

meetings  were 
to  be  held,  one 
at  Briitolj  the  other  at  PatUiMpion ;  an  equal  namber  of  directors  wo  to  be  chosen  from 
the  residents  near  each  place.  All  the  general  business  was  transacted  at  PaddingUmj  where 
the  secretary  resided,  and  where  orders  were  issued.  Held,  by  the  Court  of  Q,  B.,  that 
Paddington  was  the  only  **  principal  office**  of  the  Company  within  sect.  1 38  of  The  Railways 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Viet.  e.  20. 

By  the  incorporating  Act  it  was  prorided  that  no  action  should  be  brought  '*  against  any 
person  for  any  tning  done  or  omittea  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  thb  Act,  or  in  the  execution 
of  the  powers  or  authorities  or  any  of  the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed  in,  by,  or  under 
this  Act,'*  without  certain  notice.  To  a  declaration  agarast  the  Company  for  money  had 
and  received,  and  on  accounts  stated,  the  Company  pleaded  that  the  action  was  broucht 
after  the  passing  of  the  statute,  and  no  notice  haa  bc«n  given  pursuant  to  the  statute.  After 
verdict,  and  judgment  for  defendants.  Held,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  the  plea  was 
bad,  and  judgment  wo  reversed,  for  the  want  of  an  allegation  shewing  that  the  action  fell 
within  the  class  described  in  the  section. 


(a)  Local  and  personal,  pnblic :  **  For  making  a  railway  from  BriUol  to 
join  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  near  London,  to  be  called  *  Tht 
Great  ffestem  Bailufag,*  with  branches  therefrom  to  the  towns  of  Bradford 
and  Trowbridge  in  the  county  of  JTUU.** 

Sect.  1  incorporates  the  Company  by  the  title  of  The  Great  Wettem 
Railwag  Company, 

Sect.  5  enacU  **  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company  and  they 
are  hereby  empowered  to  make  and  maintain  the  railway  and  branch  rail- 
ways hereinafter  mentioned*'  &c.,  "  commencing  at  or  near  a  certain  field 
called  TempU  Mead,  within  the  parish  of  Temple  otherwise  Holg  Cross  in 
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2.  Never  iodebteil. 
Issues  on  the  pleas. 
On  the  trial)  before  Erie  3. ^  at  xhe  London  Sittings 

Ima  of  which  diraetort  so  qualified  shall  be  proprietors  residing  in  or 
vitUa  twentj  miles  of  Lomdom^  and  eight  at  least  shall  be  proprietors 
ni&g  hi  or  withm  twenty  miles  of  BiisioU* 

SnL  216  enacts  t  **  That  in  all  cases  in  which  it  may  be  necessary  for 
nyptnon  or  corporation  to  senre  any  summons  or  demand,  or  any  notice, 
vaiy  writ  or  other  proceeding  at  law  or  in  equity  upon  the  said  Company, 
pVMasl  senrice  thereof  upon  a  secretary  or  clerk  of  the  said  Company,  or 
Img  the  same  at  the  office  of  the  said  Company,  or  of  a  secretary  or 
M,  or  delifering  the  same  to  some  inmate  at  such  office  of  the  Company, 
v  It  the  last  or  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  secretary  or  clerk,  or  in  case 
tb  suae  respectif  ely  shall  not  be  found  or  known,  then  personal  service 
Airtof  upon  any  other  agent  of  or  officer  employed  by  the  said  Company, 
V  my  one  director  of  the  said  Company,  or  delivering  the  same  to  some 
faaite  of  the  last  or  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  agent  or  officer,  shall  be 
dansd  good  and  sufficient  service  of  the  same  respectively  on  the  said 
GoBpiBy.'' 

f  8set  323  enacts :  **  That  no  action,  suit,  or  information,  nor  any  other 
inceeding,  of  what  nature  soever,  shall  be  brought,  commenced,  or  pro- 
MMed  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  in 
(vnsBce  of  this  Act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities  or 
tty  sf  the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed  in,  by,  or  under  this  Act,  unless 
tMity  days*  previous  notice  in  writing  shall  be  given  by  the  party  intending 
^  Mwoence  and  prosecute  such  action,  suit,  information,  or  other  pro- 
owdiBg,  to  the  intended  defendant,  nor  unless  such  action,  suit,  information, 
*  Qlher  proceeding  shall  be  brought  or  commenced  within  six  calendar 
■(■dis  next  after  the  act  committed,  or  in  case  there  shall  be  a  continua- 
tioaof  damage  then  within  six  calendar  months  next  after  the  doing  or 
^"■uutting  such  damage  shall  have  ceased,  nor  unless  such  action,  suit,  or 
'■Consstion  shall  be  laid  and  brought  in  the  county  or  place  where  the 
*ttt«  in  dispute  or  cause  of  action  shall  arise ;  and  the  defendant  in  such 
*ciioii(  suit,  information,  or  other  proceeding  may  plead  the  general  issue, 
ttdgifo  this  Act  and  the  special  matter  in  evidence,  at  any  trial  to  be  had 
IkcrsopOD,  and  that  the  acts  were  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance 
tf  or  by  the  authority  of  this  Act ;  and  if  they  shall  appear  to  have  been 
Mdone  or  to  have  been  so  omitted  to  be  done,  or  if  it  shall  appear  that 
nek  aetkm,  suit,  mformation,  or  other  proceeding  shall  have  been  brought 
otberviie  than  as  hereinbefore  directed,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the 
jory  shall  find  for  the  defendant ;"  &c. 
Stat.  6  &  7  W,  A»e,  lixvii.^  local  and  personal,  public,  **  Fur  making  a 
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after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  defendants,  as  to  the  issae 
on  the  first  plea,  relied  upon  The  Railways  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20.);  sect  138  of 

railway  from  Cheltenham  and  from  Ghueeiter,  to  join  the  Great  Wehttm 
Railway  near  Swindon,  to  be  called  *  The  Cheltenham  and  Great  WUtern 
Union  Railway,*  with  a  branch  to  Cireneetter,**  contains,  sect  2 15,  a  provision 
as  to  notices  &c.  to  be  served  on  The  Cheltenham  and  Great  Western  Unum 
Jtailway  Company  corresponding  exactly  with  sect.  216  of  stat  5  &  6  If.  4. 
e.  cviL,  except  that  the  words  **  the  secretary**  are  used  instead  of  **  a 
secretary,**  and  that  the  words  "  or  director*'  are  added  after  '*  such  agent 
or  officer.** 

.Sut.  2  &  3  VicL  e.  xxviL,  local  and  personal,  public,  •*  To  amend  the 
Acta  relating  to  '  The  Great  Western  Railway  i*  and  to  raise  a  further  sum 
of  money  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  undertaking,**  enacts,  sect  36,  "  That 
nothing  herein  oont^ned  shall  be  deemed  or  construed  to  exempt  the  rail- 
way by  this  or  the  said  recited  Acts  authorized  to  be  made  from  the  pro- 
vifcions  of  any  general  Act  relating  to  railways  which  may  pass  during  the 
present  or  any  future  session.** 

Stat  7  &  8  Viet,  c.  iii,  local  and  personal,  public,  **  To  amend  the 
several  Acts  relating  to  the  Great  Western,  the  Cheltenham  and  Great' 
Western  Union,  and  Oxford  Railways ;  to  amalgamate  the  two  last  men- 
tioned railways  with  the  Great  Western  Railway;  and  to  authorise  the 
formation  of  additional  works  at  Cheltenham  by  The  Great  Western  Railway 
Company,**  recites,  in  sect  64,  the  223d  section  of  stat  5  &  6  W,4.  c.  cvii., 
and  enacts,  **  That  the  same  shall  be  and  is  hereby  repealed,  except  so  far 
as  the  same  relates  to  the  notice  thereby  required  to  be  given  of  any  such 
action,  suit,  information,  or  other  proceeding.** 

Stat  10  &  1 1  Vict,  c  ccxxvi.,  local  and  personal,  public,  **  For  making 
branch  railways  firom  the  Great  Western  Railway  to  Henby  and  to  Rod' 
stock i  to  widen  certain  portions  of  the  Great  Western  Railway;  to  enable 
The  Great  Wettem  Railway  Company  to  purchase  or  amalgamate  with  the 
Birmingham,  Wolverhampton,  and  Dudley  Railway,  and  to  purchase  tiie 
Wycombe  and  Great  Western  and  Uxbridge  Railways ;  and  for  other  pur- 
poses,** enacts,  by  sect.  1,  "That  all  the  provisions,  matters,  and  things 
contained  in  the  said  several  Acts  relating  to  The  Great  Western  Rmibtay 
Company,  so  far  as  the  same  are  now  unrepealed  and  in  force,  and  are  not 
inconsistent  with  or  altered  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  save  in  to 
far  as  the  same  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  The  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  and  of  The  Railways  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act,  1845,  shall  extend  to  this  Act,  and  to  the  several  purposes 
thereof,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  the  same  provisions,  matters,  and 
things  were  repeated  and  rcenactcd  in  this  Act,  and  had  specific  reference 
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which  enacts:  *^That  any  summons  or  notice,  or  any 
writ,  or  other  proceeding  at  law  or  in  equity  requiring 
to  be  served  upon  the  Company,  may  be  served  by  the 
same  being  left  at  or  transmitted  through  the  post 
directed  to  the  principal  office  of  the  Company,  or  one 
of  their  principal  offices  where  there  shall  be  more  than 
one,  or  being  given  personally  to  the  secretary,  or  in 
case  there  be  no  secretary  then  by  being  given  to  any 
one  director  of  the  Company.**  As  to  this  point,  it 
appeared  on  the  evidence  that  the  notice  of  action  was 
served  by  being  left  with  the  superintendant  at  the 
office  of  the  Company  at  Bristol*  It  was  proved  that 
the  general  business  of  the  Company  was  carried  on  at 
the  Paddijyton  Station,  at  the  Middlesex  terminus,  and 
that  the  secretary  of  the  Company  resided  there,  and 
carried  on  the  business  there ;  that  none  of  the  general 
business  of  the  Company  was  carried  on  at  the  Bristol 
Station ;  and  that,  as  to  the  management  of  the  local 
business,  there  was  no  difference  between  the  Bristol 
or  any  other  Station.  And  it  was  explained  that  the 
**  general  business"  included  all  the  rates  of  carriage  and 
freight,  all  instructions  by  general  order,  and  instructions 
given  to  any  station  master  on  the  line.  Half-yearly 
general  meetings  were,  however,  held  alternately  at 
Paddington  and  Bristol^  under  sect  118  of  stat.  5  &  6 
W.  4.  c.  cvii. ;  and,  when  the  half-yearly  meetings  were 
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thereto ;  and  the  railways  and  works  by  this  Act  anthoriaed  to  be  made  by 
the  said  Great  WeaUm  Raitwag  Company  shall,  when  so  made,  form  a  part 
of  the  andcrtaking  of  the  Great  Western  Railway." 

Sect.  2  enacts :  '*  That  the  provisions  of  '  The  Lands  Claoses  Consoli- 
dation Act,  1845,'  and  '  The  Railways  Claoses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,' 
in  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  applicable,  and  are  not  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  hereinafter  contained,  shall  be  incorporated  with  and  form  part 
of  thU  Act." 


XXI.  VICTORIA. 

Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  does  not  make  tbe  par- 
ticular form  of  service  necessary :  it  only  makes  it  good : 
^c^  fi^t  the  enactment  is  enlarging,  not  restrictive.  It  is 
Kncreiy  cumolative.  The  service  seems  to  be  good  under 
Beet  216  of  Stat.  6  &  6  fF.  4,  c  cvii.,  which  is  incorpo- 
nited  with  the  later  Acts. 
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MmUague  Smith  and  Refymond,  contra.     It  is  ques- 
tionable whether  sect  138  of  The  Lands  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  1845,  has  a  retrospective  operation,  even 
iiiider  the  later  Acts  relating  to  this  railway.    But,  if  it 
has  aoch  operation,  what  has  taken  place  here  is  not  a 
compliance  with  its  provisions.    It  is  clear,  upon  the 
efidence,  that  the  Company  has  but  one  "  principal*' 
office,  that  at  Paddingtonf  where  the  secretary  resides 
and  the  general  business  is  carried  on,  and  where  orders 
ve  issued.     The  provision  for  holding  the  half-yearly 
meeting  once  in  the  year  at  Bristol  cannot  make  the 
office  there  a  principal  of&ce.     The  convenience,  too,  is 
Biuch  in  fkvour  of  this  construction :  the  notices  should 
be  served  at  the  place  where  steps  must  be  directed  to 
be  taken,  if  necessary,  in  consequence  of  the  notices. 

Cur.  ado.  vult. 


Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
^e  Court 

In  this  case  the  notice  of  action  was  served  on  the 
^Uperintendant  of  the  Bristol  station. 

Tbe  statute,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20.  s.  138.,  enacts  that 

toy  summons  or  notice,  or  any  writ  or  other  proceeding 

It  law  or  in  equity,  may  be  served  by  the  same  being 

left  at  or  transmitted  through  the  post,  directed  to  the 

principal  office  of  the  Company,  or  one  of  their  prin- 
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1858.        cipal  offices  where  there  shall  be  more  than  oDe,  or  being 
Gaxtov       given  personally  to  the  secretary,  or,  in  case  there  be  no 
Q^y       secretary,  by  being  given  to  any  one  director. 
^J^^*         The  evidence  shewed  that,  in  the   first  statute  fiir 
Compmy.      making  the  Great  fVestem  Railway,  the  Bristol  ter- 
minus was,  in  many  respects,  on  a  par  with  the  Lamdam 
terminus,  as  in  respect  of  the  number  of  directors  who 
were  to  come  from  its  vicinity,  and  of  the  half-yearly 
meetings  of  the  Company.     It  also  shewed  that  the 
Bristol  station  was  very  important  in  respect  of  the 
quantity  of  traffia     But,  for  the  other  side,  it  shewed 
that  Bristol  had  no  office  different  in  kind  from  the 
office  to  be  found  at  every  station  on  the  line ;  that  the 
principal  office  of  the  railway  was  in  London ;  and  at 
that  office  alone  the  staff  of  the  Company  was  stationed, 
.  and  the  central  government  of  the  railway  carried  on. 
That  the  secretary  was  there,  and  the  ordinary  meetings 
of  the  directors  for  the  general  purposes  of  the  Company 
were  there  held. 

Upon  this  evidence,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  London 
office  was  the  only  principal  office  of  the  Company,  and 
that  service  at  the  Bristol  station  was  not  service  within 
the  section  above  recited. 

The  documents  which  may  be  thus  served  are  of 
powerful  legal  effect ;  and  the  service  is  an  important 
fact.  The  provision  for  the  protection  of  a  Company 
spread  over  a  wide  surface,  and  having  many  servants, 
requires  that  the  documents  should  be  so  sent  as  that 
they  could  be  acted  on  by  the  proper  officer  without 
delay.  The  superintendant  of  traffic  at  a  country  station 
will  be  probably  ignorant  of,  and  unused  to,  legal  mat- 
ters: and,  if  the  amount  of  traffic  created  a  principal 
office,  the  description  would  be  inconveniently  indefinite. 
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The  words  *^  the  principal  oflSce"  indicate  one  particular 
oflSce  for  the  whole  line,  not  an  office  for  a  traffic 
station. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  notice  so  served  would  probably 
be  forwarded,  and  that  redress  should  be  facilitated,  the 
answer  is  that  the  experience  of  Courts  abundantly 
proves  the  necessity  of  protecting  railways  from  ground- 
less litigation;  and  the  Legislature  has  given  the  pro- 
tection in  question.  In  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  18.  s.  134.,  and  The 
Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  VicL 
c.  16.  8.  135.,  there  is  the  same  provision  for  service  of 
legal  proceedings.  The  Legislature  has  always  required 
service  at  a  principal  office,  or  personally  on  the  secretary, 
or,  if  no  secretary,  on  a  director.  The  construction  of 
the  enactment  must  be  the  same  for  each  statute :  and 
we  think  we  best  give  effect  to  the  expressed  intention 
of  the  Legislature  in  holding,  on  this  evidence,  that 
Bristol  was  not  the  principal  office. 

Therefore  the  rule  must  be  absolute  for  entering  a 
nonsuit. 
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The  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendants  on  the 
first  issue  (a),  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second ;  and 
judgment  was  given  that  the  defendants  should  go 
without  day. 


(a)  See  the  form  of  the  nde  IHsi,  ant^,  p.  S42. 
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[Fridaj,  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

May  13th, 
1859.] 

Gabton  against  The  Great  Western  Railway 

Company. 

[For  roargintl    rpjJE  plaintiff  alleged  error,  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
note,  tee  ante,     X  .  , 
p.  837.]                  ber,  in  the  above  judgment.  The  defendants  denied 

the  error. 

KnawleSf  for  the  party  alleging  error  (plaintiff  below). 
The  Court  below  has  decided  on  the  effect  of  stat.  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  20.  s.  138.,  and  has  held  that  the  service  of  the 
notice  does  not  satisfy  the  requisites  of  that  section. 
That  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  entering  of  the  verdict 
for  the  defendants  on  the  first  issue.  But  the  pUdntiff 
now  contends  that  the  plea  upon  which  that  issue  is 
taken  offers  no  answer  to  the  action,  and  that  he  is 
therefore  entitled  to  reverse  the  judgment  which  has 
been  given  for  the  defendants.  Supposing  sect.  228  of 
Stat  6  &  6  ^  4.  c.  cvii.  to  make  it  necessary  to  give 
any  notice  in  this  case,  still  the  section  can  scarcely  be 
considered  in  force  since  stat.  5  &  6  Vict  c.  97.  «•  4.9 
which  fixes  the  time  of  notice  in  all  cases  at  one  calendar 
month,  stat.  5  &  6  7F.  4.  c.  cvii.  #.  223.  having  fixed  the 
time  at  twenty  days*  But,  further,  no  notice  at  all  was 
necessary. 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Montague  Smith,  for  the  parly  denying  error  (defend- 
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ants  below).  The  question  arises  after  verdict,  though 
the  plaintiff  has  not  chosen  to  move  for  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto.  The  words  of  the  first  plea  are 
important :  that  no  notice  was  given  **  pursuant  to  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided."  It  must  now 
be  assumed  that  the  cause  of  action  was  one  in  which 
the  statute  required  a  notice ;  Chitty  on  Pleadingy  L  705 
(7th  ed.,  by  Greening).  If  no  notice  were  required, 
there  could  have  been  no  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
[Martin  B.  Was  that  to  be  decided  by  the  Judge  at 
Nisi  Prius?]  It  was.  [Watson  B.  referred  to  WalUngton 
V.  Dale  {a),  as  shewing  that  the  issue  raised  only  the 
question  of  notice  in  fact  Bramwell  B.  Does  the  plea 
mean  more  than  that  there  was  not  that  notice  which 
the  statute  requires  when  it  does  require  a  notice?] 
The  Judge,  if  no  notice  were  required,  would  have  told 
the  jury  that  the  plea  was  not  sustained.  [  WiUes  J.  It 
strikes  me  that  it  would  have  been  very  awkward  for 
the  jury  to  find  that  such  notice  as  the  statute  requires 
was  given,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  requires  none. 
Bramwell  B.  If  you  had  pleaded  that  the  action  was 
for  a  thing  done  or  omitted  in  execution  of  the  Act, 
must  not  the  jury  have  found  against  you  ?  WiUes  J. 
How  could  a  jury  have  found  that  you  were  acting  bona 
fide  under  the  Act  ?]  Surely  the  Court  cannot  say,  as 
a  matter  of  general  law,  that  there  can  be  no  claim  made 
upon  the  Company  for  money  had  and  received  in  which 
they  are  entitled  to  a  notice  of  action.  [Martin  B. 
Suppose  I  pay  the  Company  for  the  carriage  of  goods, 
and  the  consideration  wholly  fails.  Or  suppose  the 
Company  choose  to  sell  goods  which  I  have  left  on  the 
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(a)  6  Exch,  284. 
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premises.]  In  that  case,  they  would  not  be  acting  as  a 
Company.  [Martin  B.  Suppose  they  upset  a  train  by 
negligence,  and  do  injury.]  They  would  be  sued  only 
as  tort  feasors,  as  any  common  carrier  might  be  for  not 
carrying  safely.  In  Kent  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway 
Company  (a)  this  223d  section  of  stat.  5&6  fF.4t.  c.  cviL 
was  discussed.  The  Company  was  sued  for  money  had 
and  received,  on  the  ground  of  their  having  obtained 
money  by  chaiges  which  were  extortionate  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act:  and  it  was  held  that  they  were 
entitled  to  notice  of  action. 


Martin  B.  We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
plea  is  bad.  The  action  is  for  money  had  and  received ; 
the  meaning  of  which  is,  that  the  defendants  received  the 
money  under  such  circumstances  that  there  was  either 
an  express  or  implied  promise  to  repay  it:  and  there  is 
a  claim  upon  accounts  stated;  which  means  that  the 
parties  met,  and  that  the  balance  was  found  to  be  against 
the  defendants,  who  engaged  to  pay  it  To  this  it  is 
pleaded  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  after  the  passing 
of  Stat  6  &  6  7F.  4.  c.  cvii.,  and  that  no  notice  was  given 
**  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.* 
In  this  section  we  find  the  provision  which  is  ordinarily 
inserted  in  the  Acts  which  parties  procure  for  themselves, 
and  which  requires  notice  of  action  "  against  any  person 
for  any  thing  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance 
of  this  Act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  autho* 
rities  or  any  of  the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed  in, 
by,  or  under  this  Act*'  It  is  quite  absurd  to  say  that 
these  words  could  apply  to  an  action  for  money  had  and 


(a)  3  Cam,  B.  714. 
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received,  or  upon  an  account  stated.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  whether  the  decision  in  Kent  v.  The  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  (a)  be  right  or  wrong :  the  question 
there  came  on  as  a  dispute  about  costs ;  and  all  I  collect 
from  the  report  is  that  the  Company,  having  had  the 
benefit  of  the  notice  of  action,  could  not  fairly  resist  the 
claim  as  to  the  costs  of  such  notice :  the  Court  there 
probably  thought  that  the  Company  were  attempting  an 
injustice:  the  decision  may  be  right  or  wrong ;  but  there 
was  no  judgment  given  upon  the  point  before  us:  if 
there  bad  been,  we  might  have  wished  to  take  time  for 
considering  our  own  judgment.  I  may  add  that  the 
point  upon  which  we  are  now  deciding  was  not  decided 
tipon  by  the  Court  below. 
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WiLLES  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad 
for  want  of  an  averment  that  the  action  is  brought 
^'  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  or  omitted  to 
be  done  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  or  in  the  execution  of 
the  powers  or  authorities  or  any  of  the  orders  made^ 
given,  or  directed  in,  by,  or  under  this  Act."  Unless 
this  be  shewn,  there  is  no-  foundation  for  the  defence. 
As  for  Kent  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company  (a) 
(whether  that  case  be  good  law  or  not),  it  is  stated,  in  the 
report  in  the  Law  Journal  {b\  that  the  Company  there 
had  actually  pleaded  that  they  had  not  notice  of  the 
action :  they  therefore  acted  ungraciously  in  moving  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  costs  of  the  notice.  With 
respect  to  the  remarks  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Coltman 
and  Mr.  Justice  Maukf  to  the  effect  that  the  charge  ii| 


(a)  3Com.  B.  714. 
J3.    B.    of   E. 


(6)  16  L.  J.  N,  S.  a  P.  7%, 
3  I 
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the  action  there  was  for  a  thing  done  under  the  Act  oi 
Parliament,  that  can  scarcely  apply  to  the  case  of  an 
account  stated ;  nor  can  it  apply  to  all  cases  of  money 
had  and  received;  for  instance,  if  the  Company  sell 
goods  left  on  their  premises,  they  would  be  liable  to  such 
an  action,  as  might  have  been  in  the  well  known  case 
decided  against  The  Bank  of  England  {a) ,  if  the  tort  bad 
been  waived.  It  is,  however,  suggested  here  that  the 
want  of  the  averment  is  supplied  by  the  words  of  the 
plea  ^^  pursuant  to  the  statute."  That  cannot  be  sus- 
tained :  the  jury  could  not,  on  this  issue,  find  that  there 
was  a  notice  because  no  notice  was  required.  The  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  has  pronounced  no  judgment  on  this 
point.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  not  good. 


Bramwell  B.  The  notice  is  required  only  in  the 
case  of  some  act  or  omission  warranted,  or  supposcKl  to 
be  warranted,  by  the  statute.  The  question  is  always 
whether  there  was  bona  fides.  The  plea,  to  be  good, 
must,  in  express  terms  or  by  implication,  shew  the  thing 
done  or  omitted  to  be  under  the  Act*  Whether,  in 
Kent  V.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company  (i),  the 
thing  complained  of  was  in  pursuance  of  the  Act^  I  do 
not  presume  to  say.  I  myself  never  could  understand 
why  a  railway  Company  was  to  receive  this  protection 
more  than  any  other  party.  But,  however  that  be,  at 
any  rate  here  is  not  in  express  terms  such  an  allegation 
as  is  required.  Mr.  Smith  says  it  is  implied.  But  why 
so  ?  There  is  nothing  in  the  p]ea  to  necessitate  such 
an  implication :  it  merely  says  that  there  was  no  notice 


(a)  Sec  Coh$  V.  The  Bank  of  England^  10  ^.  f  E.  437. 
(6)  3  Com.  J9.  714. 
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pursuant  to  the  statute.  To  my  mind,  that  means  only 
such  notice  as  there  ought  to  be  when  notice  is  required. 
That  does  not  fill  up  the  allegation  that  a  notice  ought 
to  be  given.  I  should  be  sorry  to  think  this  a  formal 
objection :  the  allegation  seems  to  me  very  substantial. 
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Watson  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  WalUngton 
V.  Dale  (a)  shews  that  the  issue  raises  only  the  question 
whether  there  was  a  notice  in  fact.  There  is  no  alle- 
gation raising  the  question  whether  the  action  is  within 
the  section. 

Btles  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Legis- 
lature might  have  enacted  that  no  action  should  be 
brought  without  notice ;  but  it  provides  only  that  some 
shall  not:  and  it  follows  that  some  may.  Then  is  this 
within  the  words?  The  action  cannot  be  said  to  be 
for  any  thing  done  or  omitted  in  pursuance  of  the  Act : 
and  it  will  be  found  that  the  more  numerous  cases 
of  actions  against  railway  Companies  require  no  such 
notice. 

Judgment  reversed 

(«)  6  Exek,  284. 
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thereupon  demanded.     The  chairman  refused  to  allow        1858. 
such  poll  to  be  taken,  and  put  the  original  resolution  to    The  Qubbn 
the  meeting ;  and  on  this  a  poll  was  taken,  though  the     Nunnblet. 
mover  of  the  amendment  stated,  at  the  time  of  moving 
it,  that  he  had  other  amendments  to  propose  in  the  event 
of  his  amendment  not  being  carried.     The  chairman 
declared  that  the  rate  of  fourpence  in  the  pound  was 
carried.     A  considerable   number  of  the  parishioners, 
including  Joseph   Ntinneleyy  believing   that   the  above 
alleged  irregularities  were  fatal  to  the  rate,  refused  to 
pay  it :  and  reference  was  made,  in  one  of  the  affidavits, 
to  a  former  rate,  as  to  which  a  somewhat  similar  objection 
had  arisen;  and  which  had  not  been  enforced;  and  on 
which  the  opinion  of  counsel  had  been  taken. 

Nunneley^  having  been  summoned  before  the  magis- 
trates named  in  the  rule,  for  non-payment  of  the  rate,  - 
was  called  upon  to  answer  the  demand.  He  answered 
that  he  believed  the  rate  to  be  illegal,  and  was  prepared 
to  establish  that  in  a  proper  court ;  but  that  his  taking 
that  ground  deprived  the  Bench  of  jurisdiction.  He  was 
asked  by  the  justices  to  state  his  legal  objections,  but 
replied  that  he  would  rather  not  give  them,  as  the  Bench 
could  not  decide  upon  their  validity :  but  the  justices 
told  him  that,  if  he  did  not  state  the  objections,  they 
would  make  an  order  for  payment  of  the  rate.  He  then 
stated  that  resolutions  and  amendments  had  been  pro- 
posed, but  that  the  chairman  had  refused  to  put  them. 
The  opposing  attorney  called  upon  him  to  produce  the 
resolutions  and  amendments;  but,  upon  oral  evidence 
being  offered,  insisted  that  it  could  not  be  given  in  the 
absence  of  the  minute  book:  and  the  minute  book, 
when  produced,  contained  no  entry  of  the  amendments 
on  the  resolutions  in  question.     The  justices  then  dis- 
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M0'^\^A  \ff  the  three  joaciccs.  It  recxied  a  ^i^ipphinf  to  1 
jriM';/'^^  t/jr  the  cjkiirchwardein  of  Market  Hawimwrngk 
ihni  NunmUy  rebtaed  to  paj  them  ''the  smn  of  12.  IBs, 
Mfi^  the  mtm  to  which  the  said  Jouph  Niomtl^  is  dolj 
mfArii  find  aMeiMCil  in  the  chorcbwardens'  nue  for  chord 
rttiim  ffff  the  Miid  parish  of  Market  llajbonmgk^  made 
lh«  lllh  drtjr  (/f  Feljruary,  1858;  the  validity  of  whid 
AMfil  raU)  liath  not  yet  t>cen  questioned  in  any  ecdesias 
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tical  Court;  and  which  sum  of  1/.  I6s.  is  now  justly  due        1868. 

from  the  said  Joseph  Nunneley  unto  them,"  the  church-    The  Quken 

wardens.     It  recited  also  a  summons  under  the  hand     jj^u^Ei^jy 

and  seal  of  the  justice  to  appear  before  the  justices  of 

the  county;   that  Nunneley  had  accordingly  appeared 

before  the  three  justices  named  in  the  rule,  "  and  hath 

not  shewed  to  us  any  sufficient  cause  why  the  said  sura 

of  1/.  16«.  should  not  be  paid:    We  the  said  justices, 

therefore,   having  duly   considered   the  premises,  and 

having  also  duly  examined  into  the  merits  and  truth  of 

the  said  complaint  upon  oath,  do  find  that  there  is  justly 

due  the  aforesaid  sum  of  1/.  16#.  from  the  said  Joseph 

Nunneley  to  the  said"  churchwardens,  "  and  do  order 

and  direct  the  aforesaid  Joseph  Nunneley*^  to  pay  the 

same  to  the  churchwardens,  with  Ts>  6d.  costs.    Nunneley 

not  having  paid  the  sum,  a  distress  warrant  issued,  under 

which  a  distress  was  levied  on  the  goods  of  Nunneley. 

Nunneley  now  deposed  to  the  truth  of  what  he  said 
before  the  magistrates,  '*  and  that  I  did  believe,  when  I 
was  before  the  said  justices,  and  I  do  believe  now,  that 
the  said  church  rate  was  invalid;  and  I  did  and  do, 
truly,  conscientiously  and  bon&  fide,  dispute  the  validity 
of  the  said  rate."  It  further  appeared  that  Nunneley^ 
before  he  appeared  at  the  petty  sessions,  had  been 
advised  by  his  attorney  that  the  rate  was  bad  on  account 
of  the  irregularities  committed  at  the  laying  of  the  same. 
In  answer,  each  of  the  three  justices  named  in  the 
rule  made  affidavit :  **  That,  before  proceeding  to  make 
the  said  order,  I  did  duly  consider  and  weigh  the  alle- 
gations of  the  said  Joseph  Nunneley  that  he  disputed  the 
validity  of  the  said  rate,  and  the  two  several  written 
notices  to  that  efiect  handed,  to  the  bench  by  the  said 
Joseph  Nunneley f  as  mentioned  in  his  said  affidavit ;  and 
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1858.        tl^At  I  did,  together  with  my  said  fellow  justices,  considei 
The  Queen    ^"^  determine  that  the  said  allegations  and  notices  oi 
NuMMiiLKT.    ^®  ^*^  Joseph  Nunneky  were  not  made  or  given  in 
good  faith,  but  were  made  and  put  forward  by  the  said 
Joseph  Nunneley  as  a  pretext  merely  for  avoiding  pay- 
ment of  the  said  rate." 

Macaulay  and  T.  Bell  now  shewed  cause.  Prima  facie, 
the  justices  had  jurisdiction.  The  objection  to  the 
validity  of  the  rate  does  not  put  an  end  to  the  juris- 
diction, under  stat.  53  G,  3.  c.  127.  «.  7.,  unless  it  be 
made  bona  fide :  and  whether  it  be  so  made  was  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  justices;  and  they  have  decided  that 
it  was  not  made  bona  fide.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  There 
ought  surely  to  be  some  ground  for  their  decision. 
Crompton  J.  Each  must  act  on  his  own  judgment;  but 
they  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction  by  finding  a 
fact.]  They  must  do  so,  when  the  fact  is  the  foundation 
of  the  jurisdiction ;  Rex  v.  Wrottesley  (a).  [Crompton  J. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  objection  was  really  made 
bona  fide;  not  whether  the  justices  thought  so.]  The 
test  is,  whether  the  justices  have  authority  to  commence 
the  inquiry :  if  they  have,  their  finding  as  to  the  fact 
which  is  to  give  jurisdiction  is  conclusive ;  Regina  v. 
Bolton  (by,  [Erie  J.  referred  to  Thompson  v.  Ingham  (c) 
and  Regina  v.  Dayman  {d),"]  In  Regina  v.  Colling  (e)  it 
was  held  that  the  jurisdiction  was  put  an  end  to,  because 
it  appeared  that  the  justices  had  believed  that  the  rate 
was  bona  fide  disputed.  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  said: 
"  They  were  not  to  consider  whether  the  reasons  of 

(a)  \  B,^  Ad.  648.  (6)  I  Q.  B,  66. 

(c)  14  Q.  Z?.  710.  (rf)  7  E,  ^  B.  672. 

(e)  17  Q,  B.  816. 
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dispute  were  well  or  ill  founded ;  the  question  for  them  1858. 
was»  whether  or  not  the  rate  was  bona  fide  in  dispute.'*  xhe  Qubbn 
In  Dale  v.  Pollard  («)  it  was  expressly  found  that  the  nunhelkt. 
justices  knew  that  there  was  a  real  dispute  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  rate.  If  the  decision  of  the  justices  on 
the  fact  is  to  be  impeached,  that  may  be  done  by  appeal 
to  the  Quarter  Sessions,  under  sect.  7.  In  Regina  v. 
Cridland  (J)\  a  case  under  the  Game  Act  of  I  &  2  J^  4. 
c,  32.  s.  30.,  Erie  J.  said :  **  I  strongly  incline  to  the 
opinion  that  the  true  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  the 
justices  ought  to  try  whether  the  defendant  entertained 
an  honest  belief  that  he  had  a  title.^  And  he  pointed 
out  that  in  Regina  v.  Bumaby{c)  all  the  Judges  '^  agreed 
that  justices  ought  to  dismiss  a  summons,  which  is  to 
result  in  a  summary  conviction,  immediately  on  being 
convinced  that  the  case  involves  a  bona  fide  claim  of 
title  to  real  estate."  So,  here,  the  question  is,  whether 
the  justices  were  convinced. 

Mellor  (with  whom  was  Wills)y  contr^  The  objections 
appear  to  have  been  valid :  but,  at  any  rate,  they  were 
made  bona  fide ;  and  Nunneley^  when  challenged  to 
swear  to  his  belief  in  their  validity,  accepted  the  chal- 
lenge, which  was  not  persisted  in.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  objection  should  be  valid,  in  such  a  case,  for 
the  purpose  of  destroying  the  jurisdiction;  Rex  v.  The 
ChapelwardeTis  of  Milnrow  (rf).  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J. 
You  would  not  say  that  the  justices  were  deprived  of 
jurisdiction  by  an  objection  palpably  frivolous,  as,  for 
instance,  that  the  rate  was  made  on  a  Fridag.']  In  such 
a  case  the  justices  ought,  no  doubt,  to  disregard  the 

(a)  10  Q.  B.  504.  (b)  1  E.  ^  B.  853.  86a 

{/t)  2  Ld.  Raym,  900.  <rf)  b  M,  ^  S,  248. 
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1868.  objection  :  but  this  is  not  an  objection  of  that  character. 
The  QuEKN  ^^  Bunbury  v.  Fuller  (a)  Coleridge  J.,  delivering  the 
NuHNiBLET  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber^  said : 
**  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  no  Court  of  limited  jurisdic- 
tion can  give  itself  jurisdiction  by  a  wrong  decision  on 
a  point  collateral  to  the  merits  of  the  case  upon  which 
the  limit  to  its  jurisdiction  depends ;  and  however  its 
decision  may  be  final  on  all  particulars,  making  up 
together  that  subject  matter  which,  if  true,  is  within  its 
jurisdiction,  and,  however  necessary  in  many  cases  it 
may  be  for  it  to  make  a  preliminary  inquiry,  whether 
some  collateral  matter  be  or  be  not  within  the  limits, 
yet,  upon  this  preliminary  question,  its  decision  must 
always  be  open  to  inquiry  in  the  superior  Court."  Ex 
parte  M^Fee  (A)  is  an  instance  of  the  application  of  the 
same  principle:  and  so  is  Baileys  Case{c),  where  affi- 
davits were  admitted,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  a 
conviction  under  the  Masters  and  Servants  Act,  4  G.  4. 
c,  34.,  by  shewing  that  there  was  no  evidence  before  the 
justices  from  which  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
could  be  inferred.   (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  CourL) 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  absolute. 
By  sect.  7  of  stat  53  G.  3.  c.  127.,  if  the  validity  of  the 
rate  be  disputed,  and  the  party  disputing  the  same  give 
notice  to  the  justices,  the  justices  shall  forbear  giving 
judgment  thereon,  and  the  person  demanding  the  rate 
may  then  proceed  to  the  recovery  of  the  demand,  as 
before  the  statute.  Thus  the  justices  have  jurisdiction 
only  where  the  rate  is  undisputed :  if  it  be  bona  fide 
disputed  they  have  no  jurisdiction.     What  they  have  to 

(a)  9  ExcL  111.  140.  (6)  9  Exch,  261. 

(e)  3  E.  ^  B.  607. 
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decide  is,  therefore.  Is  this  rate  bona  fide  disputed?  1858. 
They  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction  by  deciding,  The  Qubeh 
without  evidence,  that  the  dispute  is  not  bona  fide,  nunnklbt. 
Here  the  evidence  is  all  on  one  side.  NunneUy  shews 
them  a  reasonable  ground  for  questioning  the  validity, 
the  opinion  of  counsel,  and  the  proceedings  which  took 
place  when  the  rate  was  laid.  There  is  no  contradiction 
as  to  this.  The  justices  say  that  they  will  not  entertain 
the  objection,  but  will  make  the  order.  They  cannot 
give  themselves  jurisdiction  by  erroneously  and  capri- 
ciously deciding  the  preliminary  point  contrary  to  all 
the  evidence.  I  feel  much  impressed  by  what  my 
brother  Coleridge  said  in  Regina  v.  Colling  (a),  the  more 
so  as  it  was  on  a  point  which  he  has  particularly  exa- 
mined. He  says:  **I  do  not  agree  that  they"  (the  jus- 
tices) "  were  conclusively  judges  whether  or  not  the 
rate  was  disputed  bona  fide.  It  would  still  be  for  a 
jury  to  decide  that  point,  if  the  matter  came  before 
them."  Now  here  a  jury  certainly  would  say  that  the 
objections  were  made  bona  fide.  To  shew  the  want  of 
jurisdiction  evidence  was  given  which  was  uncontra- 
dicted :  but  the  justices,  by  a  capricious  decision,  though, 
it  may  be,  on  motives  highly  honourable,  choose  to  say 
that  they  do  not  believe  that  the  objection  was  taken 
bona  fide.  To  allow  this  would  be  to  give  magistrates, 
in  all  similar  cases,  an  opportunity  to  find  contrary  to 
the  fact,  without  evidence. 

CoLEiUDGE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  :  and  I 
think  that  the  ordinary  question,  whether  there  was 
power  in  the  magistrates  to  commence  the  inquiry  into 

(a)  17  Q.  B.  8-28. 
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1858.  ^^®  f«ct  which  was  to  give  them  jurisdiction^  docs  not 
The  Queen  *^^se.  In  Rex  v.  Chapelwardens  of  Milnrow  (a)  Lord 
^„Jl'«,^^  Ellenborimgh  thus  described  the  effect  of  sect  7:  **  A 
jurisdiction  is  created,  with  certain  exceptions ;  as,  first, 
that  the  amount  shall  not  be  beyond  10/. ;  in  the  next 
place,  it  must  be  in  respect  of  a  matter  where  the  vali- 
dity of  the  rate  has  not  been  questioned  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court.  These  are  matters  of  exception  prior  to 
the  issuing  of  a  warrant  Unless  it  be  made  to  appear 
aiBrmatively  before  the  justice  that  the  amount  is  less 
than  10/.,  and  that  no  question  is  made  upon  the  rate 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  the  justice  would  not  Lave 
jurisdiction  to  issue  his  warrant  Now  in  this  case  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justice  is  well  initiated.  Then  comes 
the  proviso  which  limits  the  exercise  of  their  jurisdiction. 
It  provides  that,  although  the  subject  matter  be  under 
10/.,  yet  if  there  should  be  a  purpose  notified  by  the 
party  who  is  brought  before  the  justices,  that  he  means 
to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate  or  his  liability  to  pay 
it,  the  justices  shall  forbear.  This  is  the  point  at  which 
they  are  to  hold  their  hand."  Mow,  though,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  jurisdiction  is  not  taken  away  if  the  objection 
on  the  face  of  it  appears  to  be  absurd  and  one  which 
can  produce  no  result,  on  the  other  hand,  when  that  is 
not  so,  the  magistrates  must  hold  their  hands.  Although 
the  jurisdiction  is  not  stopped  by  an  objection,  for  in- 
stance, that  the  rate  was  made  on  Friday^  yet,  on  the 
other  hand,  when  the  objection  is  reasonable  they  are 
not  entitled  to  say  that  they  choose  to  disbelieve  the 
bona  fides.  Nothing  like  that  will  be  found  to  be  in 
the  spirit  of  any  decision  which  has  taken  place. 

{a)  5  M.  ^  S.  248. 
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Erle  J.  This  question  comes  before  us  in  respect  to  1858. 
our  jurisdiction  under  a  writ  of  certiorari.  If  we  choose  The  Qukkn 
to  issue  that,  we  are  not  confined  to  what  appears  on  nunkklet 
the  document  returned,  but  have  very  large  powers  to 
review  the  proceedings.  Now,  without  coming  to  the 
much  disputed  point,  whether  a  fact  which  is  in  doubt 
is  one  which  affects  the  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance 
or  one  upon  which  magistrates  are  to  judge,  I  think 
this  case  is  clear  enough.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  jus- 
tices is,  to  decide  whether  the  rate  is  made  and  de- 
manded. But  then  there  is  a  collateral  point,  on  which 
the  jurisdiction  depends:  that  is,  whether  the  validity 
of  the  fate  is  disputed.  If  it  is,  the  justices  are  to  hold 
their  hands.  That  is  collateral  to  the  merits,  and  a 
matter  on  which  the  jurisdiction  depends.  And,  as  laid 
down  in  the  judgment  o(  Bunbury  v.  Fuller  (a)y  **\t  is  a 
general  rule,  that  no  Court  of  limited  jurisdiction  can 
give  itself  jurisdiction  by  a  wrong  decision  on  a  point 
collateral  to  the  merits  of  the  case  upon  which  the  limit 
to  its  jurisdiction  depends."  That  passage,  with  a  slight 
change  of  expression,  exactly  decides  the  point  now 
before  us. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
Acting  upon  the  jurisdiction  which  this  Court  has,  to 
keep  inferior  courts  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdic- 
tion, we  ought  to  make  the  rule  absolute.  This  is  a 
case  where,  if  a  particular  circumstance  occurs,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  is  entirely  gone :  it  is  quite 
different  from  cases  where  the  fact  which  gives  jurisdic- 
tion is  itself  an  ingredient  in  the  judgment  which  is  to 

(a)  9  Exeh.  140. 
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1858.  be  given  if  there  be  jurisdiction^  such  cases  as  Regina  v. 
The  Queen  Dayman  (a),  for  instance,  where  the  magistrate,  if  he 
m^Jl'^T^^  had  jurisdiction,  would  still  have  to  decide  whether  the 
place  in  question  was  a  new  street  It  is  different  also 
from  the  case  on  the  County  Court  Act,  Thompson  v. 
Ingham  (&),  where  the  county  court  had  to  decide 
whether  title  came  in  question.  I  agree  altogether  with 
the  judgment  in  Bailey*s  Case  (c).  If  there  was  evi- 
dence on  which  the  justices  might  conclude  that  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant  existed,  their  decision 
upon  that  was  final.  Why  ?  Because  that  made  part 
of  the  case  which  was  before  them.  But  the  matter 
here,  if  it  happens,  removes  the  case  frx)m  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  magistrates  altogether.  In  all  such  cases  the 
principle  of  Regina  v.  Bolton  {d)  applies.  The  judgment 
in  Bunbury  v.  Fuller  {e)  is  also  exactly  applicable.  On 
the  question  whether,  there  being  jurisdiction,  the  order 
should  be  made,  the  decision  of  the  magistrates  is  con- 
clusive. But  they  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction. 
The  facts  are  quite  clear  upon  the  affidavits. 

Rule  absolate. 

(a)  7  E,^  B.  672.  (6)  14  Q.  J?.  710. 

(e)  3  E.^  B.  607.  (</)  1  Q.  B.  66. 

(c)  9  Exeh.  140. 
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1858. 


Ex  parte  Lee  LL.D.  '?'''"''fo^/ 

^  June  12tb. 

/COLLIER  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  This  Court 

mandamus  should  not  issue,  directing  The  Visitors  ^^ant  a  man- 
of   The   College  of  Docton  of  Law,   Exercent  in   the  \l^^^^^^ 
Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  Courts,   to  exercise  their  "hrrter^^fuTe 
visitatorial  authority.     The  following  facts  appeared  on  ^°^^®fi^®  °^ 

aBBdavit*  mons  to  inquire 

11.       ^^^  ^^®  mode 

By  charter  of  22d  June,  8  G.  3.,  the  then  Official  in  which  the 
Principal  and  Dean  of  the  Court  of  Arches  and  Judge  stat.  20  &  21 
of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  the  then  Judge  Jl^ne,^  117., 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  then  Advocate  S,\VdiWcti^^^ 
General,  and  fourteen  Doctors  of  Law  of  the  Univer-  J^n^gj!*®f\*jJ^"p 
sities  of  Oxford  or  Cambridge,  exercent  in  the  Ecclesi*  charter  and 

*^  *'  the  disposition 

astical  and  Admiralty  Courts,  and  their  successors,  were  of  their  pro- 
perty, 
incorporated  by  the  name  of  The  College  of  Doctors  of 

Law,  Exercent  in  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  Courts; 
to  consist  of  a  president,  namely,  the  Dean  of  the  Arches 
for  the  time  being,  and  of  such  Doctors  of  Law  of  either 
of  the  Universities  of  Oxford  or  Cambridge  who  should 
have  been  admitted  advocates  in  pursuance  of  the  re- 
script of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  elected 
fellows  of  the  College  in  the  manner  after  mentioned ; 
and,  among  other  grants,  were  enabled  to  raise  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money,  not  exceeding  30,000/.,  and  empow- 
ered to  purchase,  hold  and  enjoy,  in  perpetuity  or 
otherwise,  for  them  and  their  successors,  any  books, 
manuscripts,  goods,  chattels,  or  any  other  thing  whatso- 
ever; and  also  to  purchase,  take,  hold  and  enjoy,  in 
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1858.        perpetuity  or  otherwise,  any  lands,  tenements  or  here- 
Db.  Lbk'8     ditaments  whatsoever,  not  exceeding  the  yearly  value 
Case.         ^f  iQQQi  in  the  whole,  to  them  and  their  successors, 
without  incurring  any  of  the  penalties  or  forfeitures  of 
the  Statutes  of  Mortmain,  or  of  any  of  them.     And  it 
was  declared  that  it  should  he  lawful  for  any  body  or 
bodies  corporate,  person  or  persons,  to  give,  grant,  bar- 
gain, demise,  sell,  or  convey  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments  whatsoever,  not  exceeding  the  said  value 
of  lOOOiL  a  year  in  the  whole,  to  the  said  College,  and 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  College,  and  their 
successors,  without  licence  of  alienation  in  mortmain; 
and  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  for  them  and 
their  successors  to  alien  or  raise  money  on  any  part  of 
their  estates,  at  their  pleasures.    ^*  And  the  said  College 
shall  govern  themselves,  and  all  their  proceedings  and 
business,  according  to  the  statutes,  rules,  orders  and 
by-laws  to  be  made  as  hereinafter  is  mentioned."    Rules 
followed  for  the  admission  of  fellows;   and  there  was 
given  to  the  '*  president  and  fellows,  and  their  successors, 
for  ever,  full  power  and  authority,  from  time  to  time,  to 
make,  constitute,  ordain,  and  establish,  such  and  so  many 
reasonable  by-laws,  rules,  orders,  ordinances,  and  consti- 
tutions, as  they  or  the  greater  part  of  them,  being  there 
present,  shall  judge  proper  and  necessary,  for  the  regu- 
lation and  management  of  the  possessions  and  revenues 
of  the  said  College ;  and  the  same,  from  time  to  time, 
as  they  may  see  occasion,  to  vary,  alter,  or  revoke ;  and 
to  make  such  new  orders  and  regulations  in  their  stead, 
as  they  shall,  to  the  best  of  their  judgments  and  discre- 
tions, think  most  proper  and  expedient,  so  as  the  same 
be  just,  honest,  and  reasonable,  and  no  way  repugnant 
or  contrary  to  the  laws  of  this  Our  realm.     And  Our 
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Royal  will  and  pleasure  is  that  a  majority  of  the  mem-  1858. 
bers  of  the  College  shall  be  present  at  any  meeting  Db.  Lbb'i 
when  business  is  to  be  transacted,  and  that  a  majority  ^^*^* 
of  those  present  must  concur  in  any  act,  which  shall  be 
binding  upon  the  College."  *<  Provided  also,  that,  if  any 
abuses  or  differences  shall,  at  any  time  hereafter,  arise 
and  happen  concerning  the  government  or  affairs  of  the 
said  College,  whereby  the  constitution,  progress,  im- 
provement,  and  business  thereof  may  suffer  or  be  hin- 
dered, in  such  case  we  do  hereby,  for  us,  our  heirs  and 
successors,  assign,  constitute,  authcnrize,  and  appoint  the 
Most  Reverend  the  Lord  Archbishop  of  Canterbury^  the 
Lord  Chancellor  or  Lord  Keeper  of  our  Great  Seal  of 
Great  Britain,  the  Lord  Keeper  of  our  Privy  Seal,  and 
our  two  principal  Secretaries  of  State,  for  the  time 
being,  to  be  visitors  of  the  said  College,  with  full  power 
and  authority  to  them,  or  any  three  or  more  of  them, 
from  time  to  time,  to  compose  and  redress  any  such 
differences  or  abuses." 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  stat  20  &  21 
Vict  c.  77.,  '*To  amend  the  law  relating  to  probates 
and  letters  of  administration  in  England,^  John  Lee 
LL.D.  was,  and  thence  hitherto  had  been*  and  still  was, 
a  fellow  of  the  College.  On  23d  April,  1858,  he  sent 
to  each  of  the  visitors  a  memorial,  signed  by  himself. 
The  memorial  set  out  extracts  from  the  charter,  and  a 
list  of  the  president  and  fellows  of  the  College.  It 
stated  that,  under  the  charter,  the  College  was  now 
seised  and  possessed  of  divers  lands,  tenements  and 
hereditaments,  and  personal  estate  and  effects.  It  then 
referred  to  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77.,  and  especially  to 
sects.  116  and  117. 

E.  B.  &  E.  3  R 


I 
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1858.  Sect.  116  authorizes  the  College  ^^from  time  to  time 

Dr.  LEB'g  hereafter  to  let,  sell,  or  exchange  for  other  real  or  per- 
*^'  sonal  estate,  or  both,  all  or  any  part  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  which  shall  for  the  time  being  belong  tc 
the  said  College,  either  directly  or  through  the  medium 
of  any  trustee  or  trustees,  and  to  lay  out  the  moneys  tc 
be  received  on  any  such  sale  or  exchange,  or  otherwise] 
belonging  to  the  said  College  as  aforesaid,  in  the  pur- 
chase  of  other  real  or  personal  estate,  or  both,  but  so 
that  the  said  College  shall  not  at  any  one  time  hold  oi 
enjoy  real  estate  of  a  yearly  value  exceeding  1000/.  in 
the  whole,  and  to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  income 
of  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  which  shall  for  the 
time  being  belong  to  the  said  College  as  aforesaid  to  ox 
for  the  benefit  of  such  body  or  bodies  politic  or  corpo- 
rate, or  person  or  persons,  whether  being  or  including, 
or  not  being  or  including,  the  said  College,  and  all  or 
any  individual  members  or  member  thereof  for  the  time 
being,  and  generally  for  such  purposes  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  said  College  shall  think  fit ;  and  further, 
to  alien  and  dispose  of  all  or  any  part  of  such  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  the  proceeds  of  any  sale  thereof 
either  by  way  of  donation,  voluntary  disposition,  or 
otherwise,  unto,  between,  or  amongst  any  body  or  bo- 
dies politic  or  corporate,  or  any  person  or  persons  what- 
soever, whether  being  or  not  being  a  member  or 
members  of  the  said  College :  Provided  always,  that  no 
donation  or  other  voluntary  disposition  of  the  corpus,  or 
any  part  of  the  corpus,  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  the  said  College  to  any  person  or  persons  being  a  mem- 
ber or  members  thereof  at  the  time  of  such  donation 
or  other  voluntary  disposition  shall  be  effectual  without 
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ihe  previous  consent  thereto  of  a  majority  of  the  mem-        1858. 
bers  of  the  said  College  present  at  any  meeting  of  the     db  Leb's 
College,  and  the  receipt  of  the  treasurer  for  the  time         ^^^• 
being  of  the  said  College  shall  be  an  effectual  discharge 
for  all  gross  annual  and  other  suras  which  shall  for  the 
time  being  belong  or  be  payable  to  the  said  College." 

Sect  117  enacts  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
College,  at  any  time  after  a  resolution  to  that  effect 
shall  have  been  come  to  at  a  meeting  of  the  College,  by 
a  majority  of  the  members  present  at  such  meeting,  to 
surrender  and  yield  up  to  Her  Majesty,  Her  heirs  or 
successors,  at  such  time  as  in  such  resolution  shall  be 
determined,  the  charter  of  incorporation  of  the  said 
College,  and  all  franchises  and  privileges  thereby  con- 
ferred, or  which  shall  for  the  time  being  belong  to  the 
said  College ;  and  upon  and  by  such  surrender  the  said 
corporation  shall  be  dissolved,  and  shall  cease  to  exist, 
for  all  purposes  whatsoever,  (except  so  far  as  its  exist- 
ence may  be  requisite  for  the  saving  of  the  rights  of 
Her  Majesty,  Her  heirs  and  successors,  and  of  all  and 
every  person  and  persons,  body  and  bodies  politic  or 
corporate,  whatsoever  other  than  the  said  College,)  and 
all  real  and  personal  estate  which  at  the  time  of  such 
dissolution  of  the  said  College  shall  belong  to  the  said 
College  for  its  own  use  and  benefit,  either  directly  or 
through  the  medium  of  any  trustee  or  trustees,  shall 
thenceforth  belong,  for  all  the  estate  and  interest  therein 
which  at  the  time  of  such  dissolution  belonged  to  the 
said  College  absolutely,  to  all  the  persons  who  at  the 
time  of  such  dissolution  thereof  shall  be  the  president 
and  fellows  of  the  said  College,  in  equal  shares  as 
tenants  in  common,  to  and  for  their  own  use  and  benefit 
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AdnriniitratioD  Act,  20  &  21  Vkt,  c  77.  jl  116L,  tat  i 
me  and  benefit  of  tlie  present  membcri  of  the  Socie 
•nd  that  a  poctioo  of  the  fond  (18,000iL  oonsok)  tl 
ilanding  in  the  name  of  the  College  in  the  books  of  i 
Bank  of  England  shoald  be  at  once  appropriated  to  ci 
member  of  the  College,  reaerring  a  sofficmt  smn 
the  porpose  of  defrayiDg  the  neceasarj  expenditiire 
the  Society  till  it  should  cease  to  exisL 

Dr.  I^e  wrote  a  letter  of  remonstrance  to  the  1^ 
surer  of  the  College.  The  meeting  was  held  on  1 
January f  1858.     Nineteen  fellows  were  present.     1 
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motion  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  notice  was  put,  bat        1858. 

afterwards  withdrawn ;  and  a  resolution  was  carried,  by      Dr,  Lbbm 

a  majority  of  the  fellows  then  present,  that  the  property  **®* 

of  the  Society  should,  as  soon  as  might  be,  vest  in  the 

then  present  members  of  the   Society,  and  that,  with 

such  view,  a  committee  should  be  appointed  in  order  to 

carry  into  effect  such  the  resolution  of  the  Society,  and 

to  take  an  opinion,  if  necessary,  of  counsel.    And  certain 

of  the  fellows  were  thereupon  appointed  as  a  committee 

for  carrying  out  such  resolution. 

A  meeting  was  held  on  27th  January^  1858,  when 
the  following  resolution  (by  way  of  amendment  on  a 
previous  motion)  was  passed.  ^*  Resolved,  with  the 
consent  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  College 
present  at  this  meeting,  that  the  sum  of  60021  consoli- 
dated three  per  cent,  annuities,  parcel  of  the  sum  of 
18,000i!.  like  annuities  standing  in  the  books  of  The 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the 
name  of,  and  belonging  to,  *  the  College  of  Doctors  of 
Law  exercent  in  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  Courts,' 
be  transferred,  by  way  of  donation  and  voluntary  dis- 
position, to  or  according  to  the  direction,  and  on  the 
account,  and  for  the  absolute  use,  of  every  of  the  present 
members  of  this  College :  provided  that  any  and  every 
of  the  present  members  of  this  College  who,  for  the 
space  of  three  calendar  months  after  a  copy  of  this 
resolution  signed  by  the  Treasurer  of  this  College  shall 
have  been  delivered  to  or  sent  through  the  post  addressed 
to  him  at  his  chambers  in  Doctors  Commons,  or  his 
usual  place  of  abode,  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  signify 
in  writing  to  the  Treasurer  of  this  College  his  accept* 
ance  of  such  sum  of  600iL  consolidated  three  per  cent 
annuities,  shall  not  be  entitled  to  have  the  same  trans* 
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1 858.  ferred  to  or  according  to  his  direction,  and  on  his  accoun 
De.  Lzx'8  bat  the  same  shall  continue  the  property  of  this  CoUeg 
and  shall  be  dealt  with  and  disposed  of  in  all  respects  ; 
soch,  as  if  this  present  resolution  had  iK>t  been  made 
but  no  such  n^ect  or  refusal  shall  in  any  manner  afiet 
this  resolution  as  to  any  sum  of  600L  conscdidated  thrc 
per  cent  annuities,  other  than  that  to  which  such  negle< 
or  refusal  may  relate."  Amendments  were  proposec 
with  a  Tiew  of  delaying  the  carrying  out  of  this  reaok 
tion,  but  were  negatived.  Two  Doctors  then  gave  notic 
of  appeal  to  the  Visitors. 

On  4th  Ftbruary^  1858,  a  meeting  of  the  Coll^;e  ws 
held,  when  a  resolution  was  passed  for  vesting  the  pro 
perty  of  the  College,  exclusive  of  funded  property  am 
cash,  in  five  fellows,  as  trustees  for  effecting  the  dispo 
sition  of  the  property. 

The  memorial  then  stated  that  differences  existei 
among  the  members  of  the  College,  touching  the  pro 
priety  of  surrendering  the  charter,  and  concerning  th< 
affiEurs  of  the  College.  And  Dr.  Lee  stated  his  owi 
conviction  that  the  siurender  of  the  charter  and  tb 
appropriation  of  the  property  would  constitute  a  bread 
of  trust,  and  would  not  be  justified  by  the  Act  of  Par 
liament:  and  he  added,  at  considerable  length,  argU' 
ments  in  &vour  of  bis  views;  and  he  concluded  u 
follows. 

^  Your  memorialist  therefore  prays  that  the  said 
Visitors,  under  the  powers  bestowed  upon  them  by  th< 
said  charter,  may  institute  an  inquiry  into  the  differences 
and  abuses  hereinbefore  mentioned  concerning  th< 
government  and  affairs  of  the  said  College,  and  into  th< 
premises  generally,  and  that  they  will  be  pleased  U 
make  such  order  restraining  the  sale  or  alienation  of  th^ 
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estate  or  property,  real  or  personal,  of  the  said  College,  1858. 
or  any  portion  thereof,  and  institute  such  inquiry  into  de.Lbb*« 
the  said  several  dealings  of  the  said  President  and  Fel- 
lows with  the  said  estate  and  property,  and  that  they 
will  grant  such  other,  and  further  relief,  or  make  such 
other  order  in  the  premises,  as  to  them  shall  seem 
meet." 

The  affidavits  then  stated  facts  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  a  virtual  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  several 
Visitors. 

Collier  now  contended  that  the  Visitors  had  a  general 
power  of  controlling  the  acts  of  the  Corporation,  and  of 
inquiring  whether  the  discretion  vested  in  the  Corpo- 
ration had  been  properly  exercised. 

Per  Curiam  (a).  It  does  not  appear  that  the  power 
of  disposing  of  the  property  is  in  the  Visitors.  This  is 
only  a  dispute  among  the  members  of  the  Corporation 
as  to  the  way  in  which  they  shall  exercise  their  powers. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  Erh  and  CnmpUm  Js. 
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1858. 


MEMORANDUM. 

At  the  close  of  this  Term;  Sir  John  Tayhr  CoUrUtge 
Knight,  resigned  the  office  of  Judge  of  this  Court.  Hi 
had  previously  been  sworn  in  a  member  of  Her  Majesty'i 
Privy  Council.    In  the  Vacation, 

Hugh  HiU  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty^s  Counsel,  wai 
appointed  a  Judge  of  this  Court,  having  previously  bees 
called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  when  he  gave  rings  witl 
the  motto  Nil  nisi  cruce.  He  afterwards  received  the 
honour  of  knighthood. 


CASES  »««»• 


AKGUED  AND    DETEKMINED 


IN 


TRINITY  VACATION, 
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The   Judges  of   the   Court    of  Queen's   Bench   who 
generally  sat  in  Banc  in  this  Vacation  were : 


WlQHTBiAN  J. 

Erle  J. 


Crompton  J. 
Hill  J. 


Haiqh  against   The  Guardians  of  Nobth      f^^\[^ 

BiERLEY  Union. 


■pvECLARATION  for  money  payable  by  defendants  The  giuundiani 
to  plaintiff  for  work  done  and  materials  provided.  Union,  sns- 

pectin^  fraud 
by  then*  clerk 
in  the  Union  accounts,  employed  plaintiff  to  investigate  them,  and,  durinff  the  progress  of 
such  investigation,  and  after  the  appointment  of  a  new  derk,  also  employed  plamtiff  to 
make  up  the  Union  accounts  for  the  last  hitf  year,  which  inTolved  a  fireui  mvestigation  by 
him  into  the  old  accounts.  Plaintiff  was  employed  under  three  several  resolutions  of  the 
Board  of  Guardians,  entered  in  their  minute  book ;  but  no  contract  was  made  under  the  seal 
of  the  Board.     In  an  action  by  plaintiff  against  the  Board,  for  work  and  labour. 

Held,  by  ErU  J.  (dubitante  Crmitfion  J.),  that,  as  the  work  done  by  plaintiff  was  inci- 
dental and  necessary  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  Board  of  Guardians  were  created,  and 
had  been  performed  by  plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  Board,  he  was  entitled  to  recover, 
though  the  contract  was  not  under  seaL 


(a)  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  sat  in  Banc  on  the  14th,  15th,  16th, 
17th,  25th  and  26th  of  /km  ;  and,  for  tho  delivery  of  Judgments  only,  on 
2d  July, 
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1858. 


Haioh 

T. 

NOBTH 

BiKBLBT 

UnioD. 


and  journeys  taken  and  expences  incurred,  by  plaindf 
for  defendants,  at  their  request;  for  money  pcud;  anc 
for  moneys  due  on  accounts  stated. 

Pleas.  1.  Except  as  to  150L:  Never  indebted.  2, 
Payment  into  Court  of  150/. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  first  plea :  and,  m 
to  the  second,  accepted  the  money  paid  into  Court. 

On  the  trial,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the  last  Spring 
Assizes  for  Yorkshire,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintifl 
claimed  277/.  I3s,  Id*  for  his  services  to  the  defendants 
as  accountant,  under  the  following  circumstances^  In 
January,  1857,  the  Board  of  Guardians,  having  reason 
to  believe  that  their  clerk  had  been  guilty  of  irregularity 
and  defalcation  in  keeping  the  Union  accounts,  engaged 
the  plaintiff  to  investigate  the  books,  under  the  following 
order. 

"Resolved"  "that  Mr.  Thomas  Haigh,  of  Bradford, 
be  appointed  to  audit  the  accounts  of  the  Union." 

"Resolved"  "that  Mr.  Haigh  be  furnished  with  any 
books  required  by  him  for  the  investigation  of  the 
accounts." 

On  5th  February,  1857,  the  Board  passed  a  resolution 
to  appoint  a  new  clerk ;  and  the  books  of  the  Union 
were  placed  in  the  plaintiff's  bands  for  investigation. 
The  plaintiff,  having  explained  his  plan  of  investigation 
to  the  Board,  which  was  approved  of  by  them,  proceeded 
with  the  investigation,  which  resulted  in  the  discovery 
of  considerable  frauds  by  the  late  clerk,  extending  over 
eight  years.  The  new  clerk  was  appointed  on  19th 
February,  1857.  While  the  investigation  was  proceed- 
ing, the  Board,  on  26th  March,  1857,  passed  the 
following  resolution. 

"  Ordered  that  Mr.  Haigh,  accountant,  be  authorized 
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and  required  to  make  up  the  books  and  prepare  the  1858. 
whole  of  the  accounts  of  the  Union  for  the  next  audit,  Haioh 
he  having  all  the  books  before  him.*'  North 

On  2l8t  May,  1857,  the  Board  passed  the  following      ^^^^ 
resolution. 

^'  Mr.  Haigh  having  reported  to  the  Board  that  con- 
siderable discrepancies  existed  between  the  non-settled 
and  general  ledgers  from  the  commencement  of  the 
Union  to  the  end  of  the  September  half  year  last  past : 
Resolved  that  Mr.  Haigh  investigate  the  accounts,  and 
ascertain  the  bearing  which  the  discrepancies  have  on 
the  accounts  of  the  several  townships  in  the  Union,  and 
report  thereon  to  the  Board  on  Thursday  next.** 

On  11th  June^  1857,  the  Board  passed  the  following 
resolution. 

**  Resolved  that  Mr.  Haigh  be  informed  that  the 
Board  wish  him  to  conclude  the  making  up  of  the 
accounts  with  the  least  possible  delay,  that  the  clerk 
may  have  the  books  at  the  offices  of  the  Board.** 

On  20th  August,  1857,  the  following  minute  was 
entered  upon  the  books. 

**  The  clerk  was  directed  to  apply  to  Mr.  Haigh,  and 
desire  him  to  send  in  his  bill  for  making  up  the  accounts 
of  the  late  clerk." 

The  plaintiff  accordingly  sent  in  his  bill  for  277^ 
13«.  Id,,  of  which  111/.  6s.  was  for  the  investigation  of 
the.  accounts  of  the  late  clerk,  the  remainder  for  pre- 
paring the  accounts  of  the  Union  for  the  next  audit ; 
which  preparation,  however,  according  to  the  particulars 
of  the  bill,  involved  a  fresh  investigation  into  the  ac- 
counts of  the  late  clerk,  for  the  purpose  of  correcting 
the  standing  balances.  It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  that  they  were  not  liable,  inasmuch  as  they 
had  not  contracted  under  seal  for  the  plaintiff's  services, 
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and  that  those  services  were  not  incidental  to,  and 
necessary  for  carrying  on,  the  business  of  the  corpora- 
tion ;  and,  further,  that,  as  the  plaintiff *8  services  were 
such  as  ought,  by  law,  to  have  been  performed  by  the 
regular  clerk  to  the  Guardians,  the  Board  had  acted 
ultra  vires  in  employing  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose. 
It  was  also  objected  that  the  charges  were  unreasonable 
in  amount  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objections 
in  law,  and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether  the 
work  had  been  done  in  pursuance  of  the  resolutions, 
and,  if  so,  whether  the  amount  claimed  was  a  proper 
one.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  points, 
and  returned  a  verdict  for  the  whole  amount  claimed. 

Hugh  Hillf  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  and  judgment  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had,  '^  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  shewed  that  the  employment  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  by  a  contract  under  the  seal  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  that  the  object  of  the  employment  was  not 
essentially  necessary  for  carrying  the  purposes  of  the 
corporation  into  execution,  and  that  the  whole,  if  not,  a 
material  part,  of  the  work  for  which  the  plaintiff  seeks 
to  recover  was  work  which  the  defendants  were  bound, 
by  law,  to  employ  their  clerk  to  perform,  and  that  the 
defendants  could  not,  by  law,  employ  the  plaintiff  as, an 
accountant  to  do  the  work.*' 


Manisty  and  Cleasby  now  shewed  cause.  First,  the 
engagement  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants  is  not  a 
contract  at  all.  It  was  an  employment  of  him  from 
hour  to  hour,  and  amounts,  at  the  most,  to  an  implied 
contract  only.  [Erk  J.  It  is  rather  a  tacit  contract. 
Cramptan  J.  It  is  not  the  less  a  direct  contract  because 
it  arises  from  hour  to  hour.    Still,  it  seems  unreasonable 
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that  an  order  under  seal  should  be  necessary  for  each  1858. 
stage  of  the  plaintiff's  services.]  That  is  what  the  haiqh 
plaintiff  contends.  Such  a  rule  could  never  be  carried  north 
out  [Erie  J.  Is  there  any  provision  in  staL  5  &  6  ^g^^ " 
IF.  4.  c.  69.  empowering  the  Board,  though  created  a 
corporation  by  the  Act  (sect  7);  to  contract  without  seal  ?] 
There  is  no  express  enactment  to  that  effect  But  all  that 
sect  7  enacts  is,  that  the  Board  ^'  may  "  use  a  common  seal. 
Sect.  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.  s.  38.  provides  that  *«  no  act  of" 
any  meeting  of  the  Board  *^  shall  be  valid  unless  three 
members  shall  be  present  and  concur  therein;"  but 
makes  no  mention  of  the  seal  of  the  Board  as  an  element 
of  validity.  Further,  the  services  of  the  plaintiff  were 
incidental  and  ancillary  to  the  carrying  on  by  the  Guar- 
dians of  the  ordinary  business  of  the  Union,  and  need 
not,  therefore,  be  contracted  for  by  seal.  Arnold  v.  ITie 
Mayor  of  Poole  (a)  and  Mayor  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton  {b) 
may  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side.  But  in  those  cases 
the  subject  matter  of  the  contract  was  not  one  which 
arose  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  business  of  the  cor- 
poration. Clarke  v.  TTie  Cuchfield  Union  (c)  is  a  strong 
authority  for  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case,  which  has 
never  been  overruled,  all  the  cases  bearing  upon  the 
point  were  discussed  and  considered ;  and  the  decisions 
in  Sanders  v.  St  Neofs  Union  {d)  and  Beverley  v.  The 
Lincoln  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company  (e),  which  are 
also  authorities  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  were  upheld 
by  the  Court  [Crompton  J.  Paine  v.  Strand  Union (g) 
is  against  you.]  There  the  contract  was  held  not  to  be 
necessarily  incident  to  the  purposes  of  the  corporation. 

(a)  4  AT.  4-  (?.  860.  (6)  6  M.  ^  W,  815. 

(c)  1  Low.  ^  M.  81.,  in  the  Bail  Court,  before  Wiphtman  J. 
id)  8  Q.  B.  810.  (0  6A.^E.  829. 

0)  8  Q.  B.  326. 
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1858.  Henderson  v.  Australian  Royal  Mail  Steam  Navigatian 
Yij^Q^  Company  (a)  is  also  an  authority  for  the  plainti£  Here, 
„  "'  moreover,  the  contract  has  been  executed ;  and  there- 

NOBTH  ' 

BiERLBT      fore  the  defendants  cannot  avail  themselves  of  this  tech- 
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nical  objection ;  Lowe  v.  North  Western  Railway  Camr- 
pany  {b).  DiggU  v.  London  and  Blackwall  Railway  Com" 
pany  (c)  may  be  relied  on  for  the  defendants :  but 
Erie  J.,  in  giving  judgment  in  Henderson  v.  Australian 
Royal  Mail  Steam  Navigation  Company  (a),  said  that, 
unless  DiggU  v.  London  and  Blackwall  Railway  Cam-- 
pany  (c)  could  be  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  there  did  not  arise  out  of  the  ordinary  course 
of  business  of  the  Company,  the  case  was  in  conflict 
with  the  other  authorities,  and  he  could  not  adhere 
to  it.  One  of  the  latest  cases,  and  one  which  is  strongly 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  is  Australian  Royal  Mail 
Steam  Navigation  Company  v.  Marzetti  {d).  [Cromptan 
J.  There  the  action  was  by  the  corporation,  upon  a 
promise  by  the  defendant :  and  therefore  there  was  no 
necessity  for  their  seal,  any  more  than  if  a  bond  had 
been  given  to  them.]  In  Ken£s  Commentaries^  vol.  u. 
part  iv.  Lect  33  (6.)  it  is  said  that  **  it  was  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States^  in  the  case  of  The 
Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patterson  (e),  that  whenever  a 
corporation  aggregate  was  acting  within  the  range  of 
the  legitimate  purpose  of  its  institution,  all  parol  con- 
tracts made  by  its  authorized  agents  were  express  and 
binding  promises  of  the  corporation;  and  all  duties 
imposed  upon  them  by  law,  and  all  benefits  conferred 
at  their  request,  raised  implied  promises,  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  which  an  action  lay." 

(a)  bB,^  B,  409.  (6)  18  Q.  B.  632. 

(c)  5  Exth.  442.  (</)  II  Exck.  228. 

(«)  7  Craneh,  299. 
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Secondly,  it  is  objected  that  the  plaintiflTs  services 
were  such  as  fell  within  the  ordinary  duties  of  the  clerk 
to  the  Board  of  Guardians.  That  objection,  even  if 
good,  would  apply  only  to  part  of  such  services,  namely, 
the  making  up  of  the  accounts  for  the  half  year.  But 
even  that  duty,  under  the  particular  circumstances, 
amounted  to  much  more  than  the  ordinary  making  up 
of  the  books  by  the  clerk,  inasmuch  as  it  involved  a 
fresh  investigation  of  the  accounts  of  the  former  clerk. 
And,  as  to  the  first  investigation  of  those  accounts,  that 
was  clearly  not  within  the  ordinary  duties  of  the  clerk 
to  the  Guardians.  It  would  have  been  utterly  impos- 
sible for  the  clerk,  without  n^lecting  his  other  duties, 
to  perform  it  without  assistance. 
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Overend  and  Kemphy,  contr^  First,  the  plaintiff's 
services  were  such  as  ought  to  have  been  discharged  by 
the  clerk  to  the  Guardians ;  and  the  Guardians  acted 
ultra  vires  in  engaging  the  plaintiff  to  perform  them. 
The  making  up  of  the  accounts  for  the  half  year  was 
clearly  within  the  functions  of  the  clerk ;  and  the  new 
clerk  had  been  appointed  some  time  before  the  order 
was  given  to  the  plaintiff.  And,  as  to  the  first  investi- 
gation into  the  accounts  of  the  former  clerk,  it  cannot  be 
reasonably  contended  that  it  falls  within  the  term  ''  ez« 
traordinary  services,"  for  which,  by  arts.  153(a),  172  (A) 
of  the  Consolidated  General  Order  of  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners,  24th  July,  1847,  the  guardians  arc  em- 
powered to  employ  and  pay  an  assistant.  The  duties  of 
the  clerk  to  the  guardians  are  set  out  in  art  202  (c)  of 


(a)  GUn*9  Consolidated  and  other  Orders,  ffc,,  p.  95  (4th  ed.). 
(6)  Glen,^.  no.  (e)  Glen,p.  124. 
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1858.  the  same  general  order,  and  clearly  embrace  such  an 
Haioh  investigation  as  this.  And,  even  if  they  do  not,  the 
NoBTH  Guardians  ought  to  have  called  a  committee  •*  to  con- 
^U*r"^  sider  and  report"  on  the  subject  (a).  [Cromptan  J.  The 
plaintiff's  services  must  be  considered  as  preliminary  to 
that.]  Secondly,  even  if  the  Guardians  had  power  to 
make  such  a  contract  as  this,  they  vere  bound  to  make 
it  under  seal.  In  Church  v.  77ie  Imperial  Gas  lAght 
and  Coke  Company  (b)  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
distinction  between  executed  and  executory  parol  con- 
tracts by  a  company,  as  to  their  rights  and  liabilities  to 
sue  and  be  sued  upon  them.  And  neither  that  case 
nor  Beverley  v.  7%e  Lincoln  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Com' 
pony  (c)  are  authorities  for  the  plaintiff.  In  the  first,  the 
defendants  were  a  company  established  for  trading  pur- 
poses of  a  peculiar  character,  and  the  contract  was  directly 
incidental  to  such  purposes :  in  the  second,  the  decision 
was  mainly  founded  upon  the  supposed  analogy  of  the 
authorities  upholding  actions  by  corporations  aggr^ate 
for  use  and  occupation,  and  upon  the  peculiar  nature  of 
that  action.  Lov>e  v.  North  Western  Railway  Company  (d), 
which  was  cited  as  an  authority  to  the  contrary,  was  de- 
cided chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants  had,  under 
The  Company's  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9 
Fict.  c.  16.  s.  97.,  express  authority  to  contract,  in  a  parti- 
cular mode,  by  paroL  In  Homersham  v.  Wolverhampton 
Waterworks  Company  (e),  where  there  was  no  evidence  of 
the  parol  contract  having  been  made  by  the  Company  in 
the  manner  permitted  by  that  Act,  and  in  Finlay  v.  Bristol 
and  Exeter  Railway  Company  {g)y  where  there  was  no 

(a)  Art.  40.     Gkn,  p.  20.  (b)  ^  A.  ^  E.  846. 

(e)  6A.^E.  829.  {d)  18  Q,  B,  632. 

(«)  6  Exch,  137.  (jr)  7  Exeh,  409. 
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evidence  of  the  parol  contract  having  been  made  by  the 
Company  in  the  manner  permitted  by  their  private  Act, 
the  Court  held  that  there  was  no  legal  contract.  In  the 
latter  case,  and  in  Smart  v.  Guardians  of  the  West  Ham 
Union  (a),  which  is  also  an  authority  in  favour  of  the 
defendants,  Parhe  B.  referred  to  Sanders  v.  St.  Neofs 
Union  (^),  and  stated  that  he  did  not,  at  the  trial,  over- 
rule the  objection  that  the  contract  was  not  under  seal. 
Diggle  v.  London  and  Blackwall  Railway  Company  (c) 
is  an  authority  for  the  defendants;  and  so,  to  some 
extent,  is  London  Dock  Company  "7.  Sinnott  {d),  (They 
also  referred  to  Cope  v.  Thames  Haven  Dock  and  Railway 
Company  {e\  Ernest  v.  Nicholls  (^),  Arnold  v.  The  Mayor 
of  Poole  (/i),  Regina  v.  Mayor  of  Stamford  (0,  Frend  v. 
Dennett  {k)  and  Lamprell  v.  Billericay  Union  (/).) 


l8o8. 
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Erle  J.  (th).  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should 
be  discharged.  The  question  is  one  rather  of  fact  than 
of  law.  Sanders  v.  St  Neofs  Union  {b)  and  Clarke  v. 
Tlie  Guardians  of  the  Cuckfield  Union  (n)  seem  to  me 
to  have  decided  that  an  action  lies  against  the  guardians 
of  an  Union  to  recover  money  for  work  and  labour, 
though  performed  under  a  contract  not  under  seal ;  and 
the  grounds  for  that  decision  are  elaborately  stated  by 
my  brother  Wightman  in  the  latter  of  these  two  cases. 
He  there  says:    ^^  wherever  the  purposes  for  which  a 


(a)  10  Bxch.  867. 

(c)  5  Exeh.  442. 

(e)  3  Exeh,  841. 

(A)  4  Af.  ^  (?.  860. 

(A)  4  Com.  B.  N.  S,  576. 

(m)  Wightnum  and  HiU  Js.  were  absent. 

(n)  1  Low.  4*  M.  81. 

E.    B.    &   £•  3    L 


(6)  8  Q.  B.  810. 
(<f)  Q  E.^  B,  347. 
{g)  6  H.  L.  Ca.  401. 
(i)  6  Q.  B.  433. 
(/)  3  Exch.  283. 
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1858.  coqporation  is  created  render  it  necessary  that  wo 
HAiau  should  be  done  or  goods  supplied  to  carry  such  purpoi 
NoBTu  ^°'^  effect— as  in  the  case  of  the  guardians  of  a  poor  li 
^U^"  Union, — and  orders  are  given,  at  a  board  regularly  cc 
stituted  and  having  general  authority  to  make  contrac 
for  work  or  goods  necessary  for  the  purposes  for  whi 
the  corporation  was  created,  and  the  work  is  done 
goods  are  supplied  and  accepted  by  the  corporation,  m 
the  whole  consideration  for  payment  is  executed,  ti 
corporation  cannot  keep  the  goods  or  the  benefit,  ai 
refuse  to  pay  on  the  ground  that  though  the  niembc 
of  the  corporation  who  ordered  the  goods  or  work  we 
competent  to  make  a  contract  and  bind  the  rest,  tl 
formality  of  a  deed  or  of  affixing  a  seal  is  wanting^  ai 
therefore  that  no  action  lies,  as  they  were  not  compete 
to  make  a  parol  contract,  and  may  avail  themselves 
their  own  disability."  In  the  present  case  the  work  ar 
labour  had  been  performed,  and  was  performed  at  tl 
request  of  the  Guardians;  and  was,  in  my  opinion,  inc 
dental  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  Guardians  we 
created.  They  had  appointed  a  proper  officer  to  mana( 
the  Union  accounts :  they  had  reason  to  suspect  that  I 
had  been  guilty  of  fraud  and  embezzlement :  and,  I 
their  first  resolution,  they  appointed  the  plaintiff  as  i 
accountant  to  give  them  information  upon  this  poin 
Such  an  appointment  was  clearly  for  a  purpose  withi 
the  general  scope  of  their  functions  as  Guardians,  name! 
that  of  protecting  the  funds  of  the  Union.  All  the  sul 
sequent  employment  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendan 
was  of  a  similar  description,  the  investigation  tumir 
out  more  extensive  than  was  at  first  believed;  and  tl 
plaintiff's  whole  time  was  taken  up  in  this  employmet 
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No  valid  distinction  can  be  drawn,  for  the  purposes  of       1858. 
this  case,  between  the  nature  of  the  services  rendered       b.aiqr 
by  the  plaintiff  and  those  sued  upon  in  the  two  cases       -^okm 
which  I  have  cited.     In  London  Dock  Company  v.  5t«-      I^brlet 
nott(a)  the  Court  thought  that  the  contract  not  only 
admitted  of  its  being  under  seal,  but  could  be  more 
conveniently  made  under  seal  than  by  parol.     I  am  not 
aware  that  that  point  was  ever  taken  before ;  but,  what- 
ever its  weight,  it  does  not  arise  here :  the  facts  are  quite 
different 

Crohpton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
think  the  provisions  of  the  Consolidated  Order  of  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  have  any  bearing  upon  the  case. 
The  question  is,  was  this  contract  one  to  which  the 
Guardians  easily  could,  and  were  bound  to,  affix  a  seal  ? 
I  feel  a  difficulty  in  distinguishing  this  case  from  London 
Dock  Company  v.  Sinnott  (a).  If  the  contract  were,  as 
has  been  contended,  a  contract  from  hour  to  hour,  it 
might  be  impossible  for  the  Guardians  to  affix  a  seal. 
But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  work  was  distinct  and 
specified  work,  done  under  three  several  resolutions,  I 
should  doubt  very  much  whether  the  contract  should 
not  have  been  under  seal  Upon  the  whole,  the  evi- 
dence seems  to  me  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff:  but  I  feel 
sufficient  doubt  upon  it  to  induce  us  to  reserve  leave  to 
the  defendants  to  appeal. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  8  i?.  t  B.  347. 
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Monday.  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

June  14tb. 

HoDSOLL  against  Baxter. 

In  an  action       ^HE  record  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  as 

on  a  judgment,    X        ,, 

the  plaintiff  follows. 

thJY*»^rcufart  "  In  the  Queen's  Bench. 

lltof'  "  The  13th  day  of  Afaj^,"  1857. 

o?tL'coii^^  "  iFn^fawrf  to  wit.    William  Hodsoll,  by  Thomas  milis 

mon  Law  Pro-  hjs  attorney,  sued  Charles  Willdinq  Baxter^  by  virtue  of 

cedure  Act,  ^  ''  ^  ^  "         ^ 

1852  (15  &  16  a  writ  issued  out  of  this  Court  indorsed  according  to 

Viet.  e.  76.),  i/-,  r-r*!* 

and,  onnon-      the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  as  follows, 
sign  judgment        ''The  following  are  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's 

under  .ect.  27.   ^j^j^^ 

"  The  plaintiff  claims  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
241  11 5.  Id.,  being  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs  reco- 
vered by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a  judgment  recovered  in  Uer  Majesty's 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  13th  o(  April,  1857, 
and  which  said  sum  of  24/.  11 5.  Id.  still  remains  wholly 
due  and  unpaid. 

"And  the  said  Charles  Willding  Baxter  has  not  ap- 
peared. Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said  fViliiam 
Hodsoll  do  recover  against  the  said  Charles  Willding 
Baxter  the  sum  of  24/.  11*.  Irf.,  together  with  5/.  lis. 
for  costs  of  suit." 

The  defendant  alleged  error,  which  the  plaintiff 
denied. 


T.  Bell,  for  the  party  alleging  error  (defendant  below). 


V. 

Baxteb. 
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The  plaintiff  has  signed  final  judgment,  on  the  assump-        1858. 
tion  that  sect.  27  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,      Hodsoll 
1852  (15  &  16  Vict.  c.  TG.)*  applies  to  the  case  of  debt 
oA  judgment.    That  depends  upon  the  question  whether 
the  indorsement  can  be  made  on  the  writ  of  summons 
under  sect.  25.     Now  that  section  authorizes  the  pro- 
ceeding where  '*  the  claim  is  for  a  debt  or  liquidated 
demand  in  money,  with  or  without  interest,  arising  upon 
a  contract,  express  or  implied,  as,  for  instance,  on  a  bill 
of  exchange,  promissory  note,  or  cheque,  or  other  simple 
contract  debt,  or  on  a  bond  or  contract  under  seal  for 
payment  of  a  liquidated   amount  of  money,  or  on  a 
statute  where  the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered  is  a  fixed 
sum  of  money,  or  in  the  nature  of  a  debt,  or  on  a  gua- 
rantee, whether   under   seal  or   not,  where  the  claim 
against  the  principal  is  in  respect  of  such  debt  or  liqui- 
dated demand,  bill,  cheque,  or  note.**    The  action  on  a 
judgment  is  not  included.     [fFilles  J.     Is  it  not  a  claim 
"in  the  nature  of  a  debt"?     Watson  B.    Debt  on  judg- 
ment is  the  highest  of  all  debts.]     Sect.  25  does  not 
apply  to  claims  of  so  high  a  nature.     The  costs  which 
make  part  of  the  debt  in  judgment  have  nothing  to  do 
with  "contract."     None  of  the  precedents  of  special 
indorsement  given  in  No.  4  of  Schedule  (A.)  are  appli- 
cable to  debt  on  judgment.     If  the  Court  considers  that 
the  proceeding  is  correct,  it  is  of  course  unnecessary  to 
consider  whether,  if  it  were  incorrect,  error  would  lie. 

Watkin  WilliamSy  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Williams  J.  I  think  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
The  claim  is  within  the  spirit  of  the  enactment :  it  is 
out  of  the  question  to  suppose  that  the  Legislature 
intended   to  omit  such  a  case  as  this.     If,  theo,  the 
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language  of  sect.  25  can  be  construed  so  as  to  includ 
the  case,  it  ought  to  be  so  construed.  Now  it  seems  U 
me  that  the  case  is  within  the  two  parts  of  the  section 
If  you  take  the  word  "  debt,"  where  it  first  occurs,  bj 
itself,  and  afterwards  apply  the  words  '^liquidated  de 
mand"  to  '' contract"  and  what  immediately  follows,  th< 
word  *'  debt**  will  include  the  case.  And,  again,  looking 
at  the  later  words,  I  cannot  see  that  the  section  does  no 
include  all  cases  where  the  claim  is  **  in  the  nature  of  i 
debt*' 

Mabtin  B.  concurred. 

WiLLBB  J.  concurred. 

BaAiiiWELL  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  ihini 
the  word  ''debt"  comprehends  the  case:  at  any  rat< 
this  b  a  "  liquidated  demand." 

Watson  B.  It  is  clear  that  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  was  to  comprehend  all  cases  except  claiou 
for  unliquidated  damages. 

Judgment  aflBrmed. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER 


Momdeq^t 
June  14tlu 


John  Jackson,  administrator  &c.  of  Ouveb 
Jackson,  deceased,  appellant,  against  Ralpb 
WooLLEY  and  Hannah  his  wife,  respondents. 


This  case,  decided  on  appeal  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  is  reported,  S  E.  8f  B,  784. 
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Joseph   Remfry  against  Henry  Butler  and   K'^'^^:^^ 

«^  January  '26tn, 

CuARLES  Walton.  ^^^^-^ 


DECLARATION  for  money  received  by  defendante  pefendant, 
''  *'  being  posscMcd 

to  the  use  of  plaintiff,  and  on  accounts  stated.  of  shares  in  a 

,  joint  stock 

Flea :  Never  indebted.     Issue  thereon.  banking  com- 

On  the  trial,  before  Wightman  J.,  at  the  London  Sit-  stmcted  his 
tings  in  Easter  Term,  1857,   a  verdict  was  taken  by  them?  Plaintiff 
consent  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  case  in  substance  SS^^^puJ. 
as  follows.  F^*f  ""^^ 

in  the  said 

The  plaintiff  is  a  gentleman  residing  &c.,  and  the  £?™P*°^: 
defendants  are  the  executors  of  Charles  fValtony  de-  kers  agreed 
ceased,  late  of  &c.  Charles  Walton^  deceased,  died  on  other  to  sell 
16th  ApriU  1856,  possessed  of  ten  shares,  numbered  spectively/ 
&C.,  in  the  business  of  a  joint  stock  banking  Company  ^^^  nJ^mbers 
called  The  Royal  British  Bank.  In  August,  1856,  EVc^^ani^!' 
the   defendants,   as  such  executors,  instructed  Messrs.  and,  according 

to  the  custom 

Uicliens  ic  Harrison,  stock  and  share  brokers,  and  mem-  of  the  Stock 

Exchange,  the 
names  of  the 
principals  are  not  mentioned  at  the  time  of  such  contract,  but  are  communicated  on 
the  day  preceding  the  day  on  which  the  sale  is  made ;  and,  on  the  day  last  mentioned, 
the  parties  execute  the  contract.  By  the  rules  of  the  Company,  transfers  could  not  be 
made  without  the  consent  of  the  directors;  and  seren  days*  notice  of  transfer  must  be 
given  to  them :  but,  in  practice,  the  rules  of  the  Company  in  thb  respect  were  not  strictly 
enforced.  In  this  case,  no  notice  was  given.  On  the  day  for  which  the  sale  was  made, 
defendant's  broker  obtained  a  blank  form  of  transfer  from  the  Company,  which  defendant 
executed  three  days  afterwards.  On  the  following  day,  defendant's  broker  delivered  the 
transfer  to  the  plaintiff's  broker.  On  that  day  the  Company  had  stopped  payment :  and 
plaintiff's  broker  refused  to  accept  the  transfer,  or  to  pay  the  purchase  money.  The  Com- 
pany never  consented  <o  the  transfer,  nor  resumed  business,  and  ultimatelv  became  bankrupt. 

Plaintiff  desired  his  broker  not  to  pay  for  the  shares ;  but  the  broker,  m  obedience  to  the 
decision  of  the  Committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  before  whom  the  question  had  been 
brought,  paid  the  purchase  money  to  defendant's  broker,  who  paid  it  over  to  defendant. 
Afterwards  plaintiff  paid  the  sum  to  his  own  broker,  who  had  threatened  to  enforce  payment 
byjprocedings  at  law. 

Plaintiff  bavinff  sued  defendant  for  money  had  and  received,  on  the  ground  of  failure  of 
consideration :  Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  action  did  not  lie. 
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1858.        bersof  the  Stock  Exchange,  to  sell  the  said  ten  shares 

r^^Try       ^^  ^^^^^  account. 

BoTLER  '"  ^^^  same  August^   1856,   the  plaintiff  instructed 

Messrs.  Vigne  §•  Sons^  stock  and  share  brokers,  and 
members  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  to  purchase  for  him 
ten  shares  in  the  business  of  the  said  (>ompany. 

On  21st  August ^  1856,  Messrs.  Vigne  §•  Sons  agreed, 
upon  these  instructions,  with  Messrs.  Hichens  §*  Har- 
rison for  the  purchase  of  the  said  ten  shares,  at  the  sum 
of  353/.,  from  the  29th  day  of  August,  1856,  which  was 
the  settling  day  on  the  Stock  Exchange  for  such  trans- 
actions.    According  to  the  usage  and  practice  of  the 
Stock  Exchange,  all  dealings  take  place  between  the 
brokers,  members  thereof,  as  though  they  were  prin- 
cipals.    No  written  contract  is  entered  into,  nor  any 
bought  or  sold  notes  delivered ;  but  each  broker  makes 
a  memorandum  of  the  transaction  in  his  own  book.   The 
names  of  the  principals  do  not  appear,  and  are  not  men-^ 
tioned  at  the  time  of  the  contract.     Shares  are  sold  for 
a  particular  day  called  the  settling  duy ;  and,  on  the 
day  immediately  preceding  it  (which  is  called  "  name 
day"),  the  purchaser  s  broker  delivers  to  the  broker  of 
the  seller  the  name  of  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the 
shares  are  purchased  and  to  whom  they  are  to  be  trans- 
ferred.    On  the  28th  August    (the   name  day  in    this 
instance),  Messrs.  Vigne  §•  Sons   delivered    to  Messrs. 
Hichens  Sf  Harrison  a  ticket  or  memorandum,  that  the 
ten  shares  above  mentioned   were  to  be  transferred  to 
the  plaintiff.     The  ticket  also  mentioned  the  price  at 
which  the  shares  were  sold. 

On  29th  August,  Messrs.  Hichens  Sf  Harrison  sent 
their  clerk,  JVilliam  Theodore  Anscll,  to  the  bank,  with 
the  said  ticket  or  memorandum,  and  with  instructions 
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to  request  that  a  transfer  of  the  shares  should  be  pre-        1858. 
pared.     The  transfer  clerk  at  the  bank,  in  answer  to       Bemfby 
Anseirs  application  to  that  effect,  stated  that  Messrs.       buxlee 
Hichens  Sf  Harrison  could  prepare  the  transfer  them- 
selves; and  he  gave  to  Ansell  some  printed  forms  of 
transfer  to  fill  up.     Messrs.  Hichens  8f  Harrison,  accord- 
i"gly>  o*^  the  same  day,  prepared  a  deed  of  transfer  of 
the  ten  shares  to  the  plaintiff  by  filling  up  one  of  such 
forms,  which  was  executed  by  the  defendant  Butler  on 
the  30th  August,  and  by  the  defendant  Walton  on  the 
2d  September, 

About  half  past  11  of  the  morning  of  the  3d  September , 
Hichens  §•  Harrison  delivered  the  transfer  (unstamped) 
and  the  certificates  of  shares  to  Vigne  8f  Sons,  The 
Royal  British  Bank  had  stopped  payment  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  same  day  ;  and  Messrs.  Vigne  8f  Sons  refused 
to  accept  the  transfer  or  pay  the  purchase  money.  (A 
copy  of  the  deed  of  transfer  accompanied  the  case.)  In 
consequence  of  this  refusal,  Messrs.  Vigne  Sf  Sons  were 
summoned  by  Hichens  Sf  Harrison  on  the  following  day, 
4th  September,  to  appear  before  the  Committee  of  the 
Stock  Exchange  for  the  purpose  of  their  liability  to 
pay  the  amount  being  decided.  On  3d  September,  the 
plaintiff,  having  become  acquainted  with  the  fact  of  the 
stoppage  of  the  said  bank,  wrote  the  following  letter  to 

Messrs.  Vigne  §•  Sons, 

"3d  September,  1856. 

*•  Pray  don't  pay,  even  if  the  Committee  say  you 
ought,  till  you  see  me,  and  get  my  express  permis- 
sion, as  I  believe  they  cannot  be  now  transferred  to 
me. 

On  4th  September,  1856,  Messrs.  Vigne  8f  Sans  and 
Messrs.  Hichens  8f  Harrison  attended  the  said  Com- 
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1858.  mittee  of  the  said  Stock  Exchange,  which  decided  tha 
Bbmfbt  Messrs.  Vigne  Sf  Sons  were  to  pay  to  Messrs.  Hichens  ^ 
BuTLEK.  Harrison  the  said  purchase  money,  and  a  further  snn 
of  2/L  for  the  stamp  of  the  deed  of  transfer,  which,  oi 
the  same  day,  had  been  obtained  from  Messrs.  Vigne  | 
Sons  by  Hichens  tf  Harrison^  and  had  been  stamped  bj 
the  latter.  This  decision  was  duly  confirmed.  Messrs 
Vigne  ^  Sons^  as  members  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  were 
bound,  by  a  rule  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  to  act  on  the 
decision  of  the  Committee.  This  rule  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms.  *^  In  all  cases  brought  under  the  consi- 
deration  of  the  Committee,  their  decision,  when  con- 
firmed, is  final,  and  shall  be  carried  out  forthwith  bj 
every  member  concerned  therein." 

Messrs.  Vigne  Sf  Sons  accordingly,  notwithstandinf 
the  instructions  of  the  plaintiff,  paid  the  money,  amount- 
ing to  357/.,  to  Messrs.  Hichens  tf  Harrison,  who  have 
since  paid  it  to  the  defendants. 

Subsequently,  and  before  the  commencement  of  tbh 
action,  the  plaintiff,  being  advised  that  Messrs.  Vigne  j 
Sons  could  recover  at  law  against  him  the  sum  so  paid; 
and  upon  being  threatened  by  them  with  legal  proceed- 
ings to  recover  the  amount,  reimbursed  Messrs.  Vigm 
Sf  Sons, 

The  Royal  British  Bank  was,  at  the  time  mentioned^ 
incorporated  by  Royal  charter,  dated  the  17th  day  ol 
September,  1849,  which  contained  the  following  clauses. 

7.  That  the  name,  residence,  degree,  profession  oi 
trade  of  every  proprietor  and  the  number  of  his  shares 
should  be  entered  in  a  book  to  be  provided  for  that 
purpose,  and  called  the  "  Shareholders'  Register,'*  whict 
should  be  kept  at  the  head  banking  house  aforesaid ; 
and  that  the  Company  should,  from  time  to  time,  cause 
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to  be  printed,  and  kept  in  a  conspicuous  place  accessible        1658. 
to  the  public  in  the  said  head  banking  house,  a  list  of      Bxmwrt 
the  registered   names  and  places  of  abode  of  all  the      butlea. 
members  of  the  Company  for  the  time  being. 

10.  That  it  should  be  lawful  for  every  proprietor,  and 
every  person  claiming  in  his  or  her  right  in  any  way 
howsoever,  with  consent  of  the  Court  of  Directors,  to 
sell  and  transfer  by  deed,  duly  stamped,  in  which  the 
consideration  should  be  truly  stated,  the  shares  to  which 
he  or  they  should  be  entitled,  or  any  of  them,  to  any 
person  or  persons,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  conditions 
or  restrictions  therein  contained;  and  that  the  same, 
when  duly  executed,  should  be  delivered  to  the  secre- 
tary or  other  proper  officer  of  the  Company,  and  to  be 
kept  by  him;  and  that  he  should  enter  a  memorial 
thereof  in  a  book,  to  be  kept  at  the  head  banking  house 
aforesaid,  and  to  be  called  the  **  Register  of  Transfers," 
and  should  indorse  such  entrv  on  the  deed  of  transfer ; 
and  that  for  every  such  entry  and  indorsement  the 
Company  should  be  entitled  to  2s.  6d.;  and  that  such 
deed  so  indorsed  should  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
consent  of  the  Court  of  Directors. 

11.  That  the  person  or  persons  proposing  to  make 
any  transfer  of  shares,  or  the  person  or  persons  to  whom 
the  same  was  proposed  to  be  made,  sliould,  seven  days 
at  the  least  before  the  making  or  executing  any  such 
transfer,  deliver  to  the  Court  of  Directors,  at  the  head 
banking  house  aforesaid,  a  notice  in  writing  specifying 
the  number  of  shares  proposed  to  be  transferred,  and 
the  name  or  names,  residence  or  rank,  profession  or 
trade  (and  if  representatives  their  character  or  title  as 
such),  as  well  of  the  person  or  persons  so  proposing  to 
transfer,  as  of  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  such 
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1858.        transfer  was   proposed  to  be  made,  and   the  price  o 
]R^]J7aY      consideration  (if  any)  proposed  to  be  given  for  the  same 

12.  Provision  for  the  case  of  a  proprietor  changinj 
bis  residence,  name,  &c. 

13.  That  the  Court  of  Directors  should  prescribe  tin 
form  of  the  transfer  of  the  shares ;  and  that  every  pur 
chaser  or  transferee  of  shares  should,  in  respect  of  th< 
shares  purchased  by  or  transferred  to  him,  and  at  hi 
own  expence,  when  required  by  the  said  Court,  execot 
this  or  any  supplementary  deed  or  deeds,  and  enter  int^ 
such  covenant  with  the  Company  to  observe  fulfil  an< 
perform  all  the  clauses,  conditions  and  stipulation 
therein  contained,  as  by  the  said  Court  should  Ix 
required. 

14.  That,  if  any  person  who  should  acquure  any  shan 
by  transfer,  and  who  should  not  have  executed  this  o 
some  supplementary  deed,  should  refuse  or  neglect  U 
execute  the  same  or  any  supplementary  deed,  for  thra 
months  after  notice  in  writing  requiring  him  so  to  d< 
should  have  been  sent  to  him  as  thereinafter  provided 
it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Court  of  Directors  to  declan 
his  shares,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  to  Ix 
forfeited  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  members  of  thi 
Company ;  and  that  the  same  should  thereupon  bi 
forfeited  accordingly,  subject  to  the  power  of  remissioi 
thereinafter  contained. 

16.  That,  upon  every  sale  or  transfer  of  shares  oi 
change  of  proprietorship  therein,  the  then  existing  cer- 
tificate should  be  given  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  shoulc 
forthwith  be  cancelled  accordingly,  and  that  a  nevi 
certificate  should  be  given .  to  the  new  proprietor  ii 
respect  of  the  shares  transferred  to  or  taken  by  him; 
and  that,  if  any  of  the  shares  included  in  the  certificates 
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so  given  up  should  be  retained  by  the  old  proprietor,  a  1858. 
new  cerlificate  in  respect  thereof  should  be  issued  to  remfrt 
him,  without  any  other  fee  than  that  paid  on  the  transfer; 
and  that  the  production  of  any  certificate  should  at  all 
times  be  good  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  the 
person  holding  the  same  as  proprietor  of  the  shares 
therein  mentioned. 

1 7.  That,  whenever  any  shares  should  become  forfeited 
or  duly  and  effectually  transferred  to  or  vested  in  a  new 
proprietor  qualified  to  hold  the  same,  the  former  pro- 
prietor should,  except  as  thereinafter  provided,  be  freed 
and  released  from  all  future  responsibility  and  obliga- 
tions to  the  Company  in  respect  of  such  shares,  and 
exonerated  and  discharged  from  all  subsequent  claims 
and  demands  of  the  Company  in  such  respect,  and  from 
all  future  observance  and  performance  of  the  covenants, 
conditions,  stipulations  and  agreements  in  the  now  being 
recited  or  in  any  supplementary  deed  contained ;  and 
that  the  person  to  whom  any  transfer  should  be  made 
should  take  the  shares  subject  to  the  obligations  of  the 
person  transferring  the  same. 

18.  That  all  the  general  affairs,  business  and  concerns 
of  the  Company  should  be  under  the  management, 
superintendence  and  controul  of  the  Court  of  Directors 
as  thereinafter  constituted;  and  that  they  should  have 
the  entire,  sole  and  exclusive  controul,  management  and 
disposal  of  the  stocks,  funds,  estates,  property  and 
revenues  of  the  Company,  and  should  regulate  and 
determine  the  mode  and  terms  of  carrying  on  the 
business  thereof.  (Provision  for  appointing  a  general 
manager.) 

49.  (Provision  for  payment  of  calls  by  proprietors,  to 
enable  them  to  sell  shares,  vote  &c.)    Nor  should  any 
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1858.        proprietor  be  entitled  to  vote  at  any  meeting  of  pre 
B^Mrax       prietors  in  respect  of  any  shares  of  which  he  should  no 
Bunn.      ^^®  ^^^®"  ^®  registered  proprietor  for  the  spmce  of  si: 
months  at  the  least  before  sach  meeting. 

Since  the  morning  of  the  3d  September  the  aid  Roya 
British  Bank  never  resumed  busineasy  bat  have  becom 
bankrupt. 

The  defendant,  Charles  WaUony  is  the  son  of  the  sail 

Charles  Walton  deceased,  and  was,  ^t  the  time  of  thi 

transfer,  himself  a  shareholder  in  the  sidd  bank.  Neithei 

the  defendants  nor  the  plaintiff,  nor  either  of  theii 

respective  brokers,  delivered  to  the  Coort  of  Directoti 

any  written  notice  as  required  by  the  1 1th  clause  of  the 

said  charter;  nor  was  any  consent  of  the  said  Court  o 

Directors,  otherwise  than  as  appears  herein,  obtainec 

for  the  sale  or  transfer  of  the  said  shares.    For  somi 

time  before  the  sale  of  the  said  shares,  and  op  to  tlk 

stoppage  of  the  Bank,  it  had  not  been  the  practice  o 

the  Court  of  Directors,  in  cases  of  sales  of  shares  in  th 

said  Company  upon  the  Stock  Exchange,  to  require  i 

seven  days  notice  to  be  left  vrith  or  given  to  them  ande 

the  11th  section.     In  some  instances  no  notice,  and  ii 

most  less  than  seven  days*  notice,  was  given  witboa 

objection  on  the  part  of  the  Direct(»3.    The  comse  g 

business  of  the  Court  of  Directors  was  to  allow  thei 

transfer  clerk  to  deliver  out  printed  forms  of  transfer  t 

stock  brokers  making  application  for  a  transfer  of  share 

for  the  purpose  of  the  same  being  filled  up  and  execnlec 

and  for  such  brokers  to  fill  up  these  forms,  and  to  pro 

cure  their  execution  by  the  vendors.     The   transfei 

were  then  delivered  to  the  brokers  of  the  parchaser 

who  caused  the  purchasers  to  execute  them;  and  th 

deeds  were  then  delivered  by  the  purchasers'  broker  t 
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the  transfer  clerk;  and  they  were  then  generally  laid        1858. 
before  the  Board  of  Directors  by  the  secretary.     Occa-      j^,^^^ 
sionally,  however,  the  transfer  clerk  registered  the  deeds      ^  ^• 
in  the  books  of  the  Company,  without  submitting  them 
to  the  Directors.    In  most  cases,  the  deeds  were  then 
registered  as  a  matter  of  course;  and,  in  some  instances, 
the  attention  of  the  Directors  being  called  to  transfers 
which  appeared  to  be  objectionable,  the  Directors  post- 
poned the  perfecting  the  proposed  transfer  by  registration 
until  the  circumstances  of  the  case  had  been  inquired 
into ;  but  in  no  case  did  the  Directors  ultimately  refuse 
their  consent  to  a  transfer. 

The  Bank  did  not  consent  to  the  transfer  of  any  shares 
after  the  3d  of  September. 

The  Court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences 
from  the  facts  above  stated  as  a  jury  might  draw. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  Whether 
or  not  is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  in  the  said  action. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  is  so  entitled, 
the  verdict  for  the  pbdntiff  is  to  stand  for  such  sum  as 
the  Court  shall  direct.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  a 
contrary  opinion,  a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
on  16th  January  J  1858. 

C  W.  Woodt  for  the  plaintiff.  The  money  has  been 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  upon  a  con- 
sideration which  has  totally  failed ;  since  the  shares  for 
which  the  money  was  pmd  have  not  been  transferred, 
and  the  directors  have  not  consented  to  the  transfer. 
[Wightman  J.  When  the  plaintiff  paid  his  money,  he 
knew  all  the  circumstances.]     He  was  then  bound  to 


V. 
DUTLEB. 
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1858.        pay  fais  own  broker;  but  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
j^g^fj^y       money  back  from  the  defendants.     The  question    has 
been  before  Kindersley  V.  C. ;  In  re  The  Royal  British 
Banky  Ex  parte  IFalton  (a) ;  who  decided  that,  under 
such  circumstances  as  the  present,  the  original  owner 
of  the  shares  still  remained  liable  as  a  contributory,  no 
transfer  having  been  effected.     In  JVUkinson  v.  Lloyd  (4) 
the  plaintiff  bought  shares  in  a  company  from  the  de- 
fendant, and   paid  him    for   them :    but   the   directors 
refused  to  permit  the  transfer :  and  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  might  recover  back  the  purchase  money  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  it  being  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  obtain  the  assent  of  the  directors. 
[fFiylitman  J.     The  money  there  was  paid  before  any 
refusal   to   transfer   was  known    to   the   party  paying. 
The  plaintiff's  broker  appears  here  to  have  very  pro- 
perly paid  the  broker  of  the  defendants  upon  a  prin- 
ciple  of  honour  as  between   the   two.]      That   being 
so,    the   plaintiff's    broker  could   have    enforced   pay- 
ment fix)m  him;    Stray  v.  Taylor  (c).     [JFtyhtman  J. 
On  3d  September^  the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept    the 
transfer:   was  not  his  payment,  after  that,  voluntary? 
liord  Campbell  C.  J.     Is  he  not  bound  by  what  his 
agent  did  ?     Coleridge  J.     Is  not  the  payment  by  the 
agent,  with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  payment  by   the 
principal  ?     Lord  Campbell  C.  J.     Your  client  escaped 
a  peril     Wightman  3.     Did  he  wish  to  be  registered, 
after  he  had  learned  that  the  Bank  had  stopped  pay- 
ment?]    It  was  the  business  of  the  defendant,  or  his 

(a)  26  L,  J.  N.  S.  Chan.  545.  (6)  7  Q.  B.  27. 

(c)  2  Com,  B,  N,  S,  197,  in  Excb.  Ch.,  aflBnning  the  judgment  ol 
Com.  B.  in  Taylor  v.  Stray,  2  Com.  B.  A'.  S.  175. 
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broker,  to  obtain  the  copsent  of  the  directors  within  a        1858. 
reasonable  time;  he  has  not  done  so;  and  the  failure       ^euwrt 
of  the  Bank  has  now  made  the  transfer  impossible.  Butlib 

Phipson,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  It  must  be  taken  that  pay- 
ment was  made  by  the  plaintiff  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  facts.  Nor  has  any  thing  since  occurred  to  prejudice 
him.  The  case  is  quite  distinguishable  from  Wilkinson 
V.  Lloyd  {a).  As  to  the  case  before  Vice  Chancellor 
Kindersley^  I  agree  with  him :  the  plaintiff  here  is  cer- 
tainly not  the  shareholder. 

Coleridge  J.  We  decide  only  that,  assuming  plaintiff 
to  have  had  no  consideration  for  his  purchase,  it  was 
made  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts ;  and  he  cannot 
recover  the  money  back.  He  had  full  notice:  the 
exceptional  circumstance  of  the  stoppage  of  the  Bank 
was  known  to  all  parties,  and  stopped  the  completion 
of  the  transfer.     After  that,  the  payment  was  made. 

WiQHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case 
falls  within  the  general  rule  that  money  paid  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  facts  cannot  be  recovered  back. 

(Cbompton  J.  had  left  the  Court) 

Judgment  for  defendants. 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

The  plaintiff  having  appealed  against  this  judgment,  Monday, 
the  case  was  now  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

(a)  7  Q.  B.  27. 
S.   B.   &   E.  3    M 
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1858.  C.  W.  Wood,  for  the  appellant  (plaintiff  below), 

jjg^Pi^y       peated  the  arguments  ui^ed  in  the  Court  below. 


V. 

Butler. 


Karslake,  for  the  respondents  (defendants  below),  ^ 
not  called  upon. 

Williams  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
the  Court   of  Queen's  Bench   must  be   affirmed, 
cannot  be  said  that,  according  to  the  custom  of  i 
Stock  Exchange,  the  time  had  arrived  at  which  defei 
ants  ought  to  have  completed  the  transfer.     When 
look  narrowly  at  this  claim,  it  appears  that  the  o] 
ground  for  it  is  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  obtained  1 
transfer  for  which  he  paid.     But  that  does  not  author 
him,  under  such  circumstances  as  these,  to  get  back 
money  from  the  seller. 

Martin  B.  concurred. 

WiLLES  J.  concurred. 

BramwellB.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  t 
committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange  decided  on  the  grou 
that  the  defendants  had  done  all  that  they  were  bound 
do :  and  in  that  I  think  the  committee  were  right 
however,  they  proceeded  on  the  more  technical  groui 
that  the  transfer  was  to  be  completed  on  a  future  di 
and  that  the  time  for  completion  had  not  arrived,  I 
not  see  what  evidence  there  was  that  a  reasonable  tii 
had  in  fact  elapsed.  It  is  said  that  the  transfer  has  u< 
become  impossible.  But  whose  fault  is  that  ?  It  see 
to  me  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  below  is  b< 
formally  and  substantially  right. 

Watson  B.  and  Btles  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  affirm^ 
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1858. 


Dalyell  against  Tyrer  and  others.  ^'"f?^; 

«^  June  lOtn. 

^HE  declaration  stated  that,  at  the  time  of  committing  n.,  the  lessee 

the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  defendants  hired  from 

were  possessed  of  a  certain  steam  ship,  then  being  navi-  for  o°e*day, 

gated  by  their  servants ;  and  plaintiff  was  then  lawfully,  *„d^*™J"fo 

and  with  the  consent  of  defendants,  a  passcnser  for  hire  pswt  mcarry- 

'       *  ^  ing  his  pas- 

on  board  the  said  steam  ship ;  and  it  then  was  the  duty  jengers  across. 

*  ^  He  received 

of  defendants  to  navigate  the  said  steam  ship  with  rea-  the  fares:  and 

defendants 

sonable  care  and  skill,  and  to  provide  the  same  with  all  were  paid  by 
fit  and  proper  and  necessary  tackle  and  ropes:  yet  de-  hire  of  the  tug; 
fendants,  neglecting  their  said  duty,  did  not  then  navi-  Ltd  the  crew, 
gate  the  steam  ship  with  such  reasonable  care  and  skill,  had  °ontrrc*ted 
and  did  not  then  provide  the  same  with  such  fit  and  ^th«ndpaid 

*^  H.  for  being 

proper  and  necessary  tackle  and  ropes :  whereby,  and  by  carried  across 

the  ferry  at  all 

the  breaking  of  part  of  the  tackle  used  about  the  said  times  during 

one  year,  went 

vessel,  plaintiff  was  struck  in  the  face  and  greatly  in-  on  board  the 
iured  &c  tug.  from /r/s 

juicu,  (Xi,.  pier.asapas- 

Pleas.     1.  Not  guilty.     2.  That  defendants  were  not  ^J'^^^'e^oP^'' 
possessed  of  the  said  steam  ship  navigated  by  their  ser-  fussing.    By 

*  r  o  J  the  negligence 

vants  as  alleged.     3.  That  plaintiff  was  not  lawfully  and  ^f  the  crew 

or  J  some  tackle 

with  the  consent  of  defendants  a  passenger  for  hire  on  broke ;  and 

plaintiff,  while 

board  the  said  steam  ship.     4.  That  it  was  not  the  duty  on  board,  was 
of  defendants  to  navigate  the  said  steam  ship  with  the      Held,  that 
care  and  skill,  and  to  provide  the  same  with  the  tackle  to 


recover 


and  ropes,  as  alleged.     Issue  on  all  the  picas.  ffn*dMt8  for 

There  was  also  a  special  plea,  which  was  demurred  ^^^J."*'^^'' 
to,  not  material  to,  or  referred  to  in,  the  argument  or 
judgment  in  the  present  case. 

3  M  2 
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1858.  On  the  trials  before  Byles  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizet 

Daltkll     f^^  Liverpool  it  appeared  that  Hetlierington,  the  lessee 

Tybee.  ^"^^  occupier  of  a  steam  ferry  plying  between  Liverpoo 
and  Rock  Ferry ^  had,  on  the  day  in  question^  hire< 
from  the  defendants,  who  represent  The  Liverpool  Stean 
Tug  Company^  one  of  their  steam  tugs,  for  that  da] 
only,  to  assist  him  in  carrying  passengers  across  betweei 
Liverpool  and  Rock  Ferry^  there  being  an  unusoa 
number  of  passengers  on  that  day,  o^ing  to  a  regatta 
Hetherington  paid  the  Company  10/.  \0s.  for  the  use  o 
the  steam  tug  for  that  day,  he  receiving  the  ferry  fare; 
from  the  passengers,  and  the  Company  supplying  an< 
paying  the  master  and  crew.  The  plaintiff  was  a  yearly 
contractor  with  Hetherington^  and  was  entitled  to  cros 
by  Hetheringtons  ferry  when  and  as  often  as  he  choee 
On  the  day  in  question  he  went  on  board  the  stean 
tug,  at  Liverpool,  from  Hetheringtons  landing  pier^  fo 
the  purpose  of  so  crossing.  On  arriving  at  Rock  Ferry 
a  bolt,  attached  to  a  rope  thrown  out  from  the  tug  U 
attach  it  to  the  pier,  broke,  through  the  mismanagemen 
of  the  master  and  crew,  and  struck  and  injured  the  plain 
tiff,  who  was  standing  upon  the  deck. 

It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that,  a 
they  must  be  taken  to  have  transferred,  for  that  parti 
cular  day,  all  dominion  in  the  vessel  and  crew  to  HetA 
erington,  he,  and  not  the  defendants,  was  liable  for  an; 
negligence  in  the  management  of  the  vessel ;  and,  fur 
ther,  that  the  plaintiff,  having  paid  Hetherington  for  th< 
passage,  was  not  a  passenger  for  hire  to  be  paid  to  th^ 
defendants.  The  learned  Judge  reserved  leave  to  mov4 
upon  both  points,  and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first 
whether  the  defendants  had  been  guilty  of  negligence 
and,  if  so,  and  unless  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  c 
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negligence,  what  was  the  amount  of  damages.     The        1858. 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Dalyell 


Athertofif  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a 
verdict  entered  for  the  defendants  on  ihe  pleas  of  Not 
guilty  and  Not  possessed,  ^'  on  the  grounds  that  the  master 
and  crew"  of  the  tug  "  were  not  the  servants  of  the  defend- 
ants at  the  time  of  the  accident,"  "  or  persons  for  whose 
negligent  navigation  the  defendants  were  responsible  in 
point  of  law;  and  also  why  a  verdict  should  not  be 
entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  third  plea,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  passenger  for  hire 
payable  or  to  be  paid  to  the  defendants;  and  also  why 
a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendants  on 
the  fourth  plea,  on  the  grounds  that  no  distinct  matter 
of  fact  was  proved  in  support  of  the  averment  of  duty 
traversed  by  the  fourth  plea,"  **  and  that  the  facts  stated 
without  such  averment  do  not  raise  the  duty ;"  or  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested,  *'on  the  ground 
that  the  declaration  does  not  shew  any  contract  or  other 
ground  of  action  against  the  defendants  for  the  negli- 
gence relied  on." 

Edward  James  and  C.AKltoard  now  shevfed  cause.  First, 
the  defendants  are  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  master 
and  crew.  The  jury  have  found  that  there  was  such 
negligence ;  and  the  master  and  crew  were  found  and 
paid  by  the  defendants,  and,  as  regarded  the  manage- 
ment of  the  vessel,  were  entirely  under  their  controul 
and  authority,  and  were  their  servants,  not  Hethering- 
ton*8.  The  defendants,  therefore,  are  responsible  for  the 
negligence  of  their  servants,  according  to  the  result 


Ttreb. 


V. 

Ttrer 
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1858.        ^f  Laugher   v.   Pointer  (a),    Quarman   v.   Burnett  {I 
Daltell      ^^^  Milligan  v.  Wedge  (c).     ^/fen  v.  Hayward  (d)  shem 
upon  what  principles  to  determine  ^whether  or  not  th 
relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  between  the  em 
plojer  and  employed,  so  as  to  render  the  former  liabl 
for  the  misfeasance  of  the  latter.     Fenton  v.  The  City  q 
Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company  {e)  is  precisely  in  point 
Schuster  v.  McKellar  (g)  is   also  an  authority  for   th( 
phiintiff.     [Erie  J.     The  decision  in  that  case  tume< 
rather  upon  the  particular  facts  of  the  case,  as  regardec 
the  position  of  the  owner  of  the  ship.]     The  genera 
principle  is  laid  down  by  the  Court  in  giving  judgnaent 
Here,  as  in  that  case,  the  owner  of  the  ship  is  in  pes 
session  of  it  by  his  master  and  crew:  the  hiring  b] 
Hetherington  was  a  locatio  navis  et  operarum  magistri  e 
nauticorum  :  and  the  owner  therefore,  and  not  the  hirer 
is  liable  for  negligence  in  the  management  of  the  ship. 
Secondly,  it  is  contended  that,  as  the  plaintiff  paic! 
Hetherington,  not  the  defendants,  for  his  passage,  he  wai 
not  a  passenger  for   hire  on  board  the  steam  tug,  ax 
alleged  in  the  declaration.     But  he  was  "  lawfully''  **  oc 
board,"  as   "a  passenger,"  *<with   the  consent  of  de- 
fendants,** as  alleged  ;  and,  that  being  so,  he  is  entitlec 
to  sue  them  for  negligence  in  the  management  of  the 
vessel,  which  the  defendants  must  be  held  to  have  under- 
taken, with  him  and  the  other  passengers,  to  navigate 
with  proper  care.     The  question  as  to  hire,  in  that  case, 
becomes  immaterial ;  Pippin  v.  Sheppard  {Ji)y    Gladwin 
V.  StrggaH{t);  which  decisions  are  noticed  and  upheld  by 

(a)  5  B.^  a  547.  (6)  6  Af.  ^-  W.  499. 

(c)  VZA.^  E,  737.  (d)  7  Q.  B,  960. 

(«)  Q  A,  §•  E,  835.  (p)  7  E.  §•  B.  701. 

(A;  11  PHce,  400.  (i)  5  ^ew  Co,  733. 
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the  Court  in  Longmetd  v.  HolUday  (a>:    Marshall  v.  The        ^^^^' 
York^  Newcastle^  and  Berwick  Railway  Company  (J)  is  also      Daltkll 
an  authority  as  to  this  point.  Ttreb. 

Thirdly,  as  the  jury  have  found  that  there  was  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  the  management 
of  the  vessel,  the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  use  reasonable  care 
and  skill  in  navigating  the  vessel,  was  proved. 

Atherton  and  J.  C.  Heathy  contra.  First,  the  master 
and  crew  were  the  servants  of  Hetherington^  not  of  the 
defendants.  Hetherington  had  clearly  contracted  with 
the  plaintiff  to  carry  him  with  proper  care ;  and  that  dis- 
tinguishes the  case  from  Laugher  v.  Pointer  {c)  and  that 
class  of  cases,  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  where  the  action 
was  independent  of  and  apart  from  any  contract  what- 
ever with  the  plaintiff.  Here  the  declaration  sets  up  a 
cause  of  action  of  tort,  founded  on  a  contract ;  the  action, 
therefore,  must  be  brought  against  the  person  with  whom 
the  contract  is  made,  that  is,  Hetherington  ;  Colvin  v.  New- 
berry (d).  [Erie  J.  But,  in  case  of  misfeasance,  is  not 
the  person  immediately  guilty  of  it  liable,  at  all  events, 
as  well  as  the  contracting  party?]  Not  in  an  action 
founded  on  the  contract;  Jennings  y. Bundall (e),  Win" 
terbottom  v.  Wright  (g).  That  principle  is  recognised  in 
Legge  v.  Tucker  (A)  and  Blakemore  v.  Bristol  and  Exeter 

(a)  6  Exeh.  761.  (6)  H  Cow.  B.  655. 

(c)  5  B.^C.  647. 

{d)  In  Dom.  Proe.  1  CL  §•  F,  283.,  aflBrming  the  judgment  of  Exch. 
Ch.  in  Newberry  v.  Colvin,  7  Binff.  190. ;  S,  C,  I  Cr.  S^  J.  192;  which 
reversed  the  judgment  of  K.  B.  in  Cohin  ▼.  Newberry,  S  B.  ^  C,  166. 

(c)  8  T,  B,  335.  (9)  10  M.  ^  W.  109. 

(A)   \  H.^  N,  500. 


Ttbeb. 
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1853.  Railway  Company  {a).  The  cod  tract  was  with  Hether 
p^i^YBLL  i^yton :  the  master  and  crew,  therefore,  are  liable,  if  a 
all,  as  the  servants  of  Hetherington ;  and  therefore  thi 
second  plea,  which  alleges  that  the  defendants  were  no 
possessed  of  the  ship,  navigated  by  their  servants,  i 
sustained. 

Secondly,  the  plaintiff,  as  has  already  been  contended 
was  not  a  passenger  for  hire  on  board  the  steam  tug 
and,  if  not,  the  defendants  are  not  liable.  The  case 
cited  for  the  plaintiff  on  this  point  are  distinguishable 
In  Marshall  v.  77ie  York,  Newcastle^  and  Bertcick  Rail 
way  Company  (ft).  Pippin  v.  Sheppard  (c)  and  Gladwel 
V.  Steggall{d)  there  was  a  distinct  retainer:  just  as  ii 
Coggs  V.  Bernard  {e)  there  was  a  contract  with  thi 
plaintiff  to  deal  carefully  with  the  goods.  [Erie  J.  I 
Hetherington  pays  the  defendants  for  the  use  of  the  shi| 
to  carry  the  plaintiff,  and  they  do  so  carry  him,  are  the^ 
not  retained,  for  hire  and  reward,  to  carry  the  plaintiff 
Suppose  A,y  at  B.^s  request,  pays  a  surgeon  to  attend  B, 
and  the  surgeon  maltreats  B.^  is  not  the  surgeon  liabh 
at  the  suit  of  B.  ?]  Not  in  an  action  founded  on  \ 
contract  between  B.  and  A. 

Thirdly,  the  duty  alleged  in  the  declaration  an( 
traversed  by  the  fourth  plea  was  not  proved.  Tha 
depends  upon  the  questions  already  argued  as  to  thi 
liability  of  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  under  thel 
engagement  with  Hetherington^  and  his  engagement  witl 
the  plaintiff. 

Fourthly,  the  declaration  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgmeni 
If  the  words  as  to  hire  in  the  declaration  be  struck  out 
the  declaration  shews  no  liability  on  the  part  of  th 

(a)  ^  E.S^  B,  1036.  (6)  11  Com,  B,  656. 

(«)  11  Ptice,  400.  {d)  5  Ae»  Ca.  733v 

(«)  2  IxL  Raym,  909. 
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defendants:  if  the  words  remain,  they  must  be  construed        1858. 

according  to  the  facts  proved ;  and  the  only  hiring  proved  "  dalykll 
is  a  hiring  of  Hetheringtoriy  which  would  not  render  the        tyrer. 
defendants  liable ;  Dartnall  v.  Howard  (a). 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Erle  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should 
be  discharged.  I  take  it  to  be  shewn  by  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  had  made  a  contract  with  Hetherington 
to  be  conveyed  across  the  ferry ;  and,  for  the  purpose 
of  being  so  conveyed,  went  on  board  the  vessel  hired, 
with  its  crew,  for  that  purpose,  by  Hetherington  from  the 
defendants,  and,  while  on  board,  suffered  injury  from  the 
negligence  of  the  crew.  The  question  is,  are  the  de- 
fendants liable  for  that  negligence  ?  They  were,  by  their 
crew,  in  possession  of  the  vessel ;  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  if  the  negligence  in  question  had  injured  a  mere 
stranger,  not  on  board,  but  standing,  for  instance,  on  the 
pier  at  the  time,  they  would  have  been  liable.  That  is 
established  by  Quarman  v.  Burnett  {h)  and  Fenton  v.  The 
City  of  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company  (c).  Then,  can  the 
plaintiff  lose  a  right  of  action  which  he  would  have  had 
as  a  stranger  merely  because  he  was  a  passenger  for  hire 
paid  to  Hetherington^  and  not  to  the  defendants  ?  He 
clearly  loses  no  right  of  action  against  them,  though  he 
may  possibly  acquire  an  additional  right  against  Hether- 
ington. Pippin  V.  Sheppard  {d\  Gladwell  v.  SteggaU  (e) 
and  Marshall  v.  The  York,  Newcastle  and  Berwick 
Railway  Company  (g)  decide  that  the  question  whether 

(a)  4  B^a  345.  (6)  6M.^W.  499. 

(e)  S  A.^  E,  835.  (d)  11  Price,  400. 

(e)  5  Ntw  Co.  733.  (ff)  11  Com.  B.  655. 
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1858.  there  was  an  actual  retainer  of  the  defendants  bj  th< 
DiLTELL  plaintiff  for  hire  does  not  affect  their  liability  for  ncgli- 
Tt&eb.  g^nce  of  this  character.  It  was  much  pressed  upon  ut 
that  the  declaration  was  not  proved.  I  am  of  opinioi] 
that  it  was  proved,  taking  the  words  of  it  in  their  ordi- 
nary meaning.  That  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  foi 
hire  was,  I  think,  proved  by  the  evidence  that  he  hac 
hired  Hetherington  to  convey  him,  and  that  Hetheringtofi 
had  hired  the  defendants  for  that  purpose.  It  was  alsc 
proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  on  board  the  vessel  witb 
the  consent  of  the  defendants,  and,  as  I  have  already 
said,  that  they  were  in  possession  of  the  vessel.  1 
further  think  that,  making  all  intendments  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff,  as,  the  above  facts  being  proved,  we  ought  to  do, 
the  allegation  as  to  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  provide 
proper  tackle  and  to  navigate  witb  reasonable  care  was 
also  proved;  and  negligence  in  the  navigation  was 
clearly  shewn.  The  substance  of  the  case,  therefore,  u 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff;  and,  for  the  reasons  which  ] 
have  given,  I  think  the  technical  objections  cannot  be 
sustained. 

(Crompton  J.  was  absent) 

Hill  J.  It  is  clear,  according  to  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer  {a)  and  a  series  oi 
authorities,  most  of  which  are  cited  in  the  airmen! 
and  judgment  in  Quarman  v.  Burnett  (ft),  that  the  cren 
of  the  steam  tug  were  the  servants  of  the  defendanta 
The  defendants  had  hired  and  paid  them,  had  entire 
controul  over  them,  and  had  power  to  substitute  others 
in  their  place ;  and  the  defendants  also  had  power  to 

(a)  6B,^C.  547.  (6)  6  M.  ^  W,  499. 
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add  to  or  alter  any  portion  of  the  tackle  of  the  vessel.        1358. 
They  were,  therefore,  responsible  for  any  negligence  of      Dalyell 
the  crew,  or  failure  of  the  tackle.     I  think,  moreover, 
that  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
was  a  passenger  for  hire,  either  with  Hetherington  or 
with  the  defendants.     If  he  had  been  a  mere  stranger, 
standing  on  the  pier  at  the  time,  and  had  been  injured, 
he  would  have  had  a  right  of  action  against  the  defend- 
ants; and  that  right  is  certainly  not  destroyed  by  the 
fact  of  his  being  on  board,  as  it  is  clear  he  was,  with  the 
consent  of  the  defendants,  even  if  not  for  hire  payable  to 
them.     As  to  the  third  point,  I  think  that  the  allegation 
as  to  the  duty  of  the  defendants  must  be  read  as  my  brother 
Erie  takes  it ;  and  that,  so  reading  it,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  navigate  the  vessel 
so  as  not  to  endanger  the  life  or  limbs  of  any  persons, 
and  that  they  failed  in  their  duty.     The  declaration, 
therefore,  in  my  opinion,  is  proved ;  and  the  rule  must 
be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Lucas  and  another  against  Bristow.  fredne$day, 

June  16th. 

^PHE  declaration   stated   that    defendant    bought  of  Plaintiffs  sold 
plaintiffs,  and  plaintifis,  at  defendant's  request,  sold  I?^''[ons'bl!^t 
to  him,  50  tons  best   palm  oil,  expected  to  arrive  in  ^ed'|;"' 
Bristol  from  Afnca  per  The  Chalco.  after  the  delivery  '^J^^J^n 

"at  40^  10«. 
per  ton  :** 
•*  wet,  dirty  and  inferior  oil,  if  any,  at  a  fair  allowance."    The  oil,  on  arrival,  contained  one 
fifth  only  of  »•  best'*  oil.     In  an  action  for  not  accepting  the  oil : 

Held,  that  oral  evidence  was  admissible  to  shew  that,  according  to  mercantile  usage,  tho 
contract  in  question  was  satisfied  if  the  oil  delivered  contained  a  substantial  portion  of 
*'  best'*  oil :  and  such  evidence  was  for  the  jury. 
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1858.  of  1^0  tows  previously  sold,  at  the  price  of  40t  lO*.  per 
Lu^j^a  ton,  with  usual  tare  and  draft,  upon  the  terms  that  wet, 
BaisTow  clirty  and  inferior  oil  (if  any)  should  be  taken  at  a  fair 
allowance,  and  that,  if  any  difference  should  arise  there- 
on, the  same  should  be  settled  by  arbitration ;  and  also 
that  payment  should  be  made  by  cash  on  delivery,  less 
2^  per  cent,  discount,  at  the  end  of  fourteen  days  from 
being  ready  for  delivery  in  Bristol:  that  afterwards  the 
said  palm  oil  did  arrive  in  Bristol  per  The  Chalco ;  and 
that,  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  100  tons  previously 
sold,  there  still  remained  the  said  50  tons  of  palm  oil 
ready  for  delivery  to  the  defendant,  and  plaintiflb  were 
at  all  times  ready  to  have  delivered  the  same  to 
defendant,  and  to  make  him  a  fair  allowance  upon  the 
agreed  price  thereof  for  so  much  of  the  said  oil  as  was 
wet,  dirty  and  inferior,  and  did  all  things  on  their  part 
to  be  done,  and  all  things  happened,  to  entitle  them  to 
have  the  said  palm  oil  accepted  and  paid  for  by  defend- 
ant; but  defendant  would  not  accept  or  pay  for  the 
same;  and  the  same  remained  on  plaintiffs*  hands;  and 
they  were  compelled  to  resell  the  same  at  a  loss,  and 
were  put  to  expences  upon  such  resale. 

Count  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  interest,  and  on 
accounts  stated. 

Pleas.  1,  2,  3,  to  the  first  count,  traversing,  respec- 
tively, the  sale,  the  arrival  of  the  oil,  and  plaintifis' 
readiness  and  willingness  to  deliver. 

4.  To  first  count :  That  the  oil  which  arrived  by  2%e 
Chalcoy  and  which  plaintiffs  were  ready  and  willing  to  de- 
liver to  defendant,  was  not  best  palm  oil,  or  fairly  within 
.  the  description  in  the  contract,  but  was  of  a  totally  different 
quality,  which  difference  in  quality  was  so  great  and  of  such 
a  nature  as  not  to  be  the  subject  of  allowance  within  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  contract. 
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5.  To  residue  of  declaration :  Never  indebted.  1858. 

Issue  on  all  the  pleas.  Lucas 


On  the  trial,  before  Crawder  J.,  at  the  last  Assizes 
for  Bristol,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought 
to  recover  the  amount  of  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiflb 
upon  the  resale  of  50  tons  of  palm  oil,  the  defendant 
having  refused  to  accept  it. 

On  30th  Auffusty  1856,  Daky  Morgan  Sf  Co.y  brokers 
in  London,  bought  of  the  plaintifis,  through  their  brokers, 
for  the  defendant,  the  oil  in  question,  and  sent  to  the 
plaintifis  the  following  sold  note. 

''London,  30th  August,  1856. 

''  Sold  this  day,  for  Messrs.  Lucas  Brothers  and  Com-' 
pany,  to  Mr.  John  Bristoio,  50  tons  best  palm  oil,  ex- 
pected to  arrive  in  Bristol  from  Africa  per  The  Chalco, 
after  delivery  of  one  hundred  tons  previously  sold,  at 
forty  pounds  ten  shillings  per  ton,  usual  tare  and  draft. 

*'  Wet,  dirty  and  inferior  oil,  if  any,  at  a  fair  allow- 
ance ;  and  if  any  difference  should  arise  the  same  to  be 
settled  by  arbitration.  Payment  by  cash  on  delivery, 
less  2^  per  cent,  discount,  end  of  fourteen  days  from 
being  ready  for  delivery  in  Bristol 

''Dale,  Morgan  Sf  Co.,  Brokers.** 

TTie  Chalco  arrived  at  Bristol  on  17th  October,  1857. 
Messrs.  King,  the  brokers  who  had  purchased  the  cargo 
of  The  Chalco  for  the  plaintifis,  divided  the  whole  cargo 
into  five  portions,  of  different  quantities,  and,  as  to 
four  of  them,  stated  the  allowances  which  should  respec- 
tively be  made  in  respect  of  inferior  oiL  About  60  tons 
(i.  e.  about  one  fifth  of  the  whole  cargo)  were  best  oil : 
the  rest  was  mixed  with  palm  nut  oil,  an  inferior  kind. 
The  50  tons  allotted  to  the  defendant  comprised  their 


T. 

Bristow. 
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1858.  proper  amouDt  of  best  oil  in  proportion  with  the  rest  of 
Lucas  the  cargo.  The  defendant  disputed  the  correctness  of 
BriItow.  these  allowances.  The  cargo  was  again  sampled,  and 
larger  allowances  made,  by  arbitrators  named  by  Messrs. 
King  and  the  plaintifls;  and  the  other  part  of  the  cargo 
was  sold  at  these  allowances.  The  defendant  refused  to 
accept  the  50  tons :  and  the  plaintiffs  resold  it  at  a  loss* 
Evidence  was  tendered,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifis, 
that,  according  to  mercantile  usage,  a  contract  for  ^*  best* 
palm  oil  did  not  imply  any  particular  proportion  of  best 
oil ;  but  that  the  contract  was  complied  with  if  the  oil 
delivered  contained,  at  all  events,  a  substantial  portion 
of  best  oil;  the  word  "best"  being  used  only  as  a  stan- 
dard of  price.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  the 
reception  of  this  evidence.  The  learned  Judge  admitted 
it;  and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether  the  con- 
tract was  made  according  to  mercantile  usage ;  and,  if 
so,  secondly,  whether  the  plaintiffs  had  satisfied  the 
contract  according  to  that  usage ;  and  directed  them,  in 
that  case,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Collier^  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  Nisi  to 
set  aside  the  verdict,  and  for  a  new  trial,  "on  the 
grounds  that  the  evidence  of  mercantile  usage  was  not, 
under  the  circumstances,  admissible;*'  and  "that  the 
learned  Judge  misdirected  the  jury  in  telling  them  to 
find  for  the  plaintiffs,  if,  according  to  the  mercantile 
usage,  the  plaintiffs  had  satisfied  the  contract ;  and  that 
the  verdict  was  against  evidence"  (a). 

Montague  Smith  and  Barstow  now  shewed  cause.     The 

(a)  There  was  another  ground,  viz.,  the  non-admissibility  of  evidence* 
by  the  purchaser  of  the  remaiuder  of  the  cargo,  that  his  contract  contained 
a  clause  similar  to  that  of  the  defendants.  This  ground  was  not  brought 
forward  in  support  of  the  rule. 


XXI.  VICTORIA.  911 

evidence  of  mercantile  usage  was  properly  admitted.  It  1858. 
does  not  vary  the  contract,  but  explains  it.  The  con-  -l^^ 
tract  itself  shews  that  the  cargo  was  not  to  consist  bristow 
entirely  of  best  oil ;  and  the  evidence  of  usage  explains 
what  proportion  of  best  oil,  in  addition  to  what  might 
turn  out  ^•wet,''  "dirty"  or  " inferior,"  will  satisfy  the 
contract.  The  language  of  the  contract  is  consistent 
with  the  evidence  tendered ;  and  the  evidence  is  there-^ 
fore  admissible.  In  Brown  v.  Byrne  (a)  it  was  held  that 
the  construction  of  the  following  clause  in  a  bill  of 
lading,  '*  freight  for  the  said  goods  five  eighths  of  a 
penny  sterling  per  pound,  with  five  per  cent  primage, 
and  average  accustomed,"  was  not  inconsistent  with  the 
custom,  which  was  admitted,  of  allowing  three  months 
interest  or  discount  upon  freights  payable  for  goods 
coming,  as  the  goods  in  question  did,  from  a  particular 
port.  Evidence  of  this  kind  b  admissible  unless,  as  is 
laid  down  by  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  in  Humfrey  v.  Dale  (J), 
"  it  labours  under  the  objection  of  introducing  something 
repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with  the  tenor  of  the  written 
instrument."  The  objection  to  this  evidence  amounts, 
in  fact,  to  contending  that  the  learned  Judge  was  bound, 
at  the  trial,  to  decide  what  amount  of  best  oil  would 
satisfy  the  contract:  that  is  not  a  matter  within  the 
province  of  the  Judge.  On  the  motion  for  the  rule 
Nisi  Yates  v.  Pym  (c)  was  relied  upon.  But  the  contract 
there  was  an  express  and  definite  contract  for  a  particular 
article,  and  did  not  contain,  as  this  does,  a  provision  which 
renders  the  whole  susceptible  of  explanation. 

Collier  and  Coleridge^  contra.     It  would  be  going  far 

(a)  2  E,^  B,  703.     See  HaU  t.  JamtoH^  4  E,  ^  B,  500.  510. 
(6)  1  E,  ^  B.  266.  274.,  in  Q.  B.    Jadgment  affirmed  in  Ezch.  Cb. ; 
Dale  ▼.  Hmmfreyt  pott,  p.  1004. 
(e)  6  IbMii.  446. 
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1858. 


Lucas 

B&I8T0W. 


beyond  the  limits  laid  down  by  the  authorities,  as  to  the 
explanation  of  written  contracts  by  oral  evidence,  to 
construe  this  agreement  in  connection  with  the  evidence 
of  usage  which  was  given  at  the  trial.  The  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  contract  is,  that  what  is  bought  is  **  best 
palm  oil.**  The  evidence  in  question  does  not  vary  this 
contract,  or  add  a  tacitly  implied  incident  to  it ;  but  it 
directly  contradicts  the  tenor  of  the  written  instrument, 
and  therefore  is  inadmissible,  according  to  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Humfrey  v.  Dale  {a).  It  goes  in  fact  to  shew 
that  a  contract  has  been  substantially  satisfied,  which, 
on  the  face  of  the  written  instrument,  has  not  been 
substantially  satisfied.  In  Brown  v.  Byrne  {b)  the  evi- 
dence was  not  inconsistent  with  or  repugnant  to  the 
vrritten  contract.  Yates  v.  Pym  (c)  and  SpartaK  y. 
Benecke  (d)  shew  that  oral  evidence  is  not  admissible 
to  explain  a  contract  which  is  perfectly  unambiguous 
on  the  face  of  it 


(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  abscut.) 

Erle  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  Contracts  ought  to  be  enforced  according 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  and  here  it  must  be 
taken  that  the  parties  purposely  left  undefined  what  vras 
to  be  the  proportion  of  "  wet,  dirty  and  inferior''  oiL 
They  were  both  engaged  in  the  palm  oil  trade,  and 
would  be  aware  that  there  was  great  uncertainty  as  to 
the  proportions  of  good  and  inferior  oil  in  each  cai^ ; 
and  therefore  they  may  well  have  made  the  contract  on 
the  understanding  that  such  proportions  should  not  be 

(a)  7  E.§f  B.  266.  274.,  in  Q.  B.    Judgment  affirmed  in  Excb.  Ch., 
Dale  ▼.  Humfrty,  post,  p.  1004. 
(6)  3E.^  B.  703.  (c)  6  Tlim.  446. 

•(</)  10  Cam,  B.  212. 


Bristow. 
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specified.  Then,  in  determining  whether  the  contract  1858. 
has  been  substantially  complied  with,  oral  evidence  is  Lccas 
admissible  to  define  that  which  the  written  instrument 
has  left  undefined.  The  question  would  be  just  the 
same,  whether  four  fifths,  or,  as  here,  one  fifth  only,  of 
the  cargo  were  best  oil.  What  is  to  be  determined  is, 
the  proportion  of  good  and  inferior  oil  which  would 
satisfy  the  contract.  Who  is  to  determine  this?  It  is 
clearly  not  within  the  province  of  the  Judge,  who  has 
no  local  or  technical  knowledge  on  the  point,  to  decide 
it.  Nor  can  the  jury,  who  have  not  necessarily  any 
local  or  technical  knowledge,  decide  it  upon  their  own 
judgment.  They  must  determine  it;  but  upon  evidence 
given  by  mercantile  witnesses  who  do  possess  local  and 
technical  knowledge.  The  case  seems  to  me  to  fall 
within  the  principle  of  Brawn  v.  Byrne  (a),  in  which 
many  of  the  leading  authorities  are  reviewed. 

(Crompton  J.  was  absent.) 

Hill  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should 
be  discharged.  The  parties  to  the  written  contract  are 
silent  as  to  what  proportion  of  wet,  dirty  and  inferior 
oil  the  cargo  may  contain.  But  it  appears  that  there  is 
an  established  usage  in  the  palm  oil  trade  as  to  what 
proportions  will  satisfy  a  contract  to  deliver  **  best"  palm 
oil.  It  is  clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  evidence  of 
this  usage  is  admissible  to  explain  that  which  is  left 
undefined  in  the  contract;  and  it  is  for  the  jury  to 
decide  upon  the  weight  of  such  evidence. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  ^E,^B.  703. 
E.   D.    &   E.  3   N 
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fFednesdaiff 
June  2  Gib. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

Simeon  Warburg  against  William  Owen 

Tucker. 


^HE  declaration  was  dated  30th  Aprils  1856. 

The  first  count  charged  that,  on  29th  May  18^ 
by  a  deed  between  plaintiff  of  one  part  and  defenda 
of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  that  defendant  w 
entitled  to  a  policy  of  assurance  on  his  own  life  in  T 
West  of  England  Life  Assuranccy  bearing  date  7  th  Afar 
1849,  and  numbered  19330,  for  the  «ura  of  lOOO/L,  ai 
under  the  annual  premium  of  46L  Os.  2{/«,  and  also 
another  policy  of  assurance  on  his  own  life,  in  the  san 
office,  bearing  date  6th  March  1850,  and  numben 
19936,  for  the  sum  of  500iL,  and  under  the  annual  pr 
mium  of  23/.  I65.  3^.,  and  also  to  a  policy  of  assorani 
on  the  life  of  Matilda  Elizabeth  Tucker,  his  wife,  in  it 
same  office,  bearing  date  5th  April  1854,  and  numben 
pleaded  his  22159,  for  the  sum  of  1000/.,  and  under  the  anna 
and  certificate,  premium  of  50/.  19«.  2d.;  and  that  defendant  wi 
tbe7^oc**     indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  2450/.  for  mono] 

corred  after 
the  execution 
of  the  deed, 
but  not  that 
they  had  oc- 
curred after 
the  breaches 
had  taken 
place. 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  pica,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the  jud 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  plea  gave  no  answer  to  the  declaration,  t 
claim  not  being  in  respect  of,  nor  a  liability  to  pay  money  upon,  a  contingency,  within  sect  1 
of  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  12  &  13  Vict,  c.  106, 


Defendant, 
being  indebted 
to  piaintiflE^ 
assigned  to 
him,  as  se- 
curity, an  in- 
surance on 
defendant's 
life,  and  an 
insurance  on 
the  life  of 
defendant's 
wife,  and 
Covenanted 
to  pay  the 
premiums. 
Plaintiff  sued 
defendant  on 
this  covenant, 
assigning  as 
a  breach  that 
defendant  had 
not  paid  the 
premiums. 
Defendant,  to 
this  breach. 


advanced  and  arrears  of  interest  thereon  to  that  daj 
defendant  did  thereby  assign  unto  plaintiff^  his  executoi 
administrators  and  assigns,  all  those  the  said  three  poI 
cies  of  assurance,  respectively  thereinbefore  particnlarl 
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mentioned^  and  the  full  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  1858. 
said  policies^  respectively,  and  the  said  several  sums  of  waeburq 
1000/.,  500£  and  lOOOt,  thereby  respectively  assured,  xuckee. 
and  all  other  moneys  (if  any)  to  become  payable  by 
virtue  of  the  said  policies,  or  any  of  them,  and  all  the 
right,  title,  interest,  property,  claim  and  demand  what- 
soever, both  at  law  and  in  equity,  of  defendant  to,  in, 
upon  or  out  of  the  same  premiums,  and  each  of  them, 
to  have,  hold,  receive  and  take  the  said  policies  and 
moneys,  and  all  other  the  premises  thereby  assigned  or 
expressed  so  to  be,  unto  plaintiff,  hb  executors,  adminis- 
trators or  assigns ;  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  proviso 
for  redemption  thereinafter  mentioned,  whereby  it  was 
provided  and  agreed  &c. ;  provision  for  reassignment,  in 
case  of  payment  of  2460/.  and  interest  on  29th  August 
then  next  And  defendant  did  thereby,  for  himself,  his 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  covenant  with  plain- 
tiff, his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  that  he, 
defendant,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  should 
thenceforth  duly  and  punctually  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
the  annual  premiums  and  other  sum  or  sums  of  money 
(if  any)  which  should  from  time  to  time  become  payable 
for  keeping  on  foot  the  aforesaid  policies  thereinbefore 
assigned  or  expressed  so  to  be.  And  it  was  thereby 
declared  that,  in  case  defendant,  his  heirs,  executors  or 
administrators,  should  neglect  to  make  such  payments  as 
aforesaid,  it  should  be  lawful  for  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  to  pay  or  advance  all  premiums 
or  other  sums  of  money  which  might  become  payable 
for  keeping  on  foot  the  said  policies  of  assurance,  re- 
spectively, or  for  effecting  or  keeping  on  foot  any  new 
policy  or  policies  in  lieu  thereof;  and  that  defendant, 

3  N  2 
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i^euunt  -ixroiRt  if  die  sune^  ao  advaocedy  j 
fiestntismi  mi  not  dst  die  aanc  xr  jny  Imgieai  tfaem 
'3ut  'ixezRn  -vtuuly  ruicsi  nni  aade  ctefimiL. 


F!eft  I*  ^  31  die  'Sol  iR9ch  aiamamat 
(be  SrK  oomitr  diac  die  dBei  m  xbmL  coont  mentmi 
was  oiade  wieij  as  a  aeemitj  fijr  die  pajment 
fiefesidanc  of  die  aid  debt  of  34J0£.  dierem  mendooe 
and  diat,  be&ce  and  at  die  imiecilie  dmes  of  I 
defendant  mainn^  die  saui  deed  and  fifing  soch  dec 
ration^  and  becoming  soch  faankmpc  as  beretnafier  mc 
tioned,  and  continaallj  from  each  of  dioee  times  : 
ftpeetitrelj  until  die  date  and  the  petidoo  fiir  adjndicati 
liereinafcer  mentioned,  he  was  a  trader  liabk  to  be  mi 
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bankrupt,   and  carried  on   business,   for  six    calendar        1858. 
months  next  immediately  preceding  the  filing  of  the  '^ 
petition,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Bank-       „  v. 
ruptcy  for  the  district.     That,  after  making  the  deed, 
be  filed  a  declaration  of  insolvency,  and,  within  two 
months  of  that,  petitioned  for  adjudication  in  bankruptcy 
in  the  said  Court.     The  plea  then  shewed  the  proper 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  that  defendant  was  adjudged 
bankrupt,  surrendered,  &c. ;  and  that,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  the  commissioner  of  the  Court 
allowed  the  certificate  of  conformity,  dated  7th  February^ 
1855.     That,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  deed, 
plaintiff  did  not  have,  nor  had  he  then,  notice  of  any 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  defendant  committed :    and  the 
certificate  was  still  in  full  force. 

Plea  2.  A  similar  plea  to  the  second  breach  in  the 
first  count. 

Pleas  3  and  4,  to  the  second  count,  not  now  material. 

Replication.  As  to  so  much  of  the  first  plea  as  relates 
to  66/.  10«.  ll(f.,  matter  not  now  material. 

As  to  the  residue  of  the  plea.  Demurrer. 

As  to  so  much  of  the  second  plea  as  relates  to 
66/.  lOs.  l\d.f  matter  not  now  material 

As  to  the  residue  of  the  plea.  Demurrer. 

Issue  on  the  third  and  fourth  pleas. 

Rejoinder.  Traverse  of  the  matters  in  the  first  part 
of  the  replication  to  the  first  plea. 

Demurrer  to  the  first  part  of  the  replication  to  the 
second  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  first  and 
second  pleas. 
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below).  The  case  falls  within  sect  178  of  The  Bank-  1858. 
rupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849  (12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106.).  wabbubg" 
Bjr  that  section  it  is  enacted :  **  That  if  any  trader  who  xucker. 
shall  become  bankrupt  after  the  commencement  of  this 
Act  shall  have  contracted,  before  the  filing  of  a  petition 
for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  a  liability  to  pay  money 
upon  a  contingency  which  shall  not  have  happened,  and 
the  demand  in  respect  thereof  shall  not  have  been  ascer- 
tained before  the  filing  of  such  petition,  in  every  such 
case,  if  such  liability  be  not  provable  under  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act,  the  person  with  whom  such 
liability  has  been  contracted  shall  be  admitted  to  claim 
for  such  sum  as  the  Court  shall  think  fit ;  and  after  the 
contingency  shall  have  happened,  and  the  demand  in 
respect  of  such  liability  shall  have  been  ascertained,  he 
shall  be  admitted  to  prove  such  demand,  and  receive 
dividends  with  the  other  creditors,  and,  so  far  as  prac- 
ticable, as  if  the  contingency  had  happened  and  the 
demand  had  been  ascertained  before  the  filing  of  such 
petition,  but  not  disturbing  former  dividends,  provided 
such  person  had  not,  at  the  time  such  liability  was  con- 
tracted, notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bank- 
rupt committed;  provided  also,  that  where  any  such 
claim  shall  not  have,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  been 
converted  into  a  proof  within  six  months  after  the  filing 
of  such  petition,  it  may,  upon  the  application  of  the 
assignees  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  such  time, 
and  if  the  Court  shall  think  fit,  be  expunged  either  in 
whole  or  in  part  fi*om  the  proceedings.*^  This  is  a  case 
of  a  liability  to  pay  money  on  a  contingency  which  had 
not  happened  before  the  filing  of  the  petition,  contracted 
before  the  filing  of  the  petition.  It  is  not  like  a  cove- 
nant to  repair  or  to  indemnify ;  it  is  a  direct  covenant 
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for  the  purpose  of  meeting  that  difficulty ;  and  it  may  1868. 
be  remarked  that  its  machinery  differs  entirely  from  that  "wabburq 
of  sect  1779  where  the  commissioner  has  to  value  the 
debt.  In  Young  v.  Winter  {a)  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  held  that  the  bankruptcy  constituted  a  defence  to 
a  claim  precisely  similar  to  that  in  the  second  breach  in 
the  first  count  here.  Ex  parte  Bands  (&)  confirms  the 
authority  of  Young  v.  Winter  (a).  Any  injustice  which 
may  arise  from  a  delay  in  the  proof  may  be  remedied 
by  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  commissioner, 
provided  for  by  the  concluding  part  of  sect.  178.  The 
claim  may  be  expunged  in  the  application  of  the  assig- 
nees. Ajsop  V.  Price  (c)  shews  the  state  of  the  old  law. 
It  was  said|  in  the  judgment  in  the  Queen's  Bench  (d): 
'*  We  do  not  think  that  provision  is  made  by  the  section 
for  a  case  like  this,  where  there  are  to  be  successive 
payments  on  successive  contingencies  during  the  whole 
of  the  lives  of  two  individuals  and  the  life  of  the  sur- 
vivor. The  plaintiff,  in  seeking  a  remedy  under  the  fiat, 
must  first  have  made  a  claim  for  such  a  sum  as  the  Court 
should  think  fit.  It  is  difficult  to  say  on  what  principle 
the  Court  could  proceed  in  fixing  this  sum.  But,  sup- 
posing a  sum  to  be  fixed,  insuperable  difficulties  present 
themselves  before  the  plaintiff  could  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive dividends  with  the  other  creditors.    The  successive 

* 

contingencies  here,  on  which  the  defendant  becomes 
liable  in  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  covenant, 
are  the  non-payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  annual 
payment  of  the  premium  from  year  to  year  on  each  of 
the  three  policies,  the  plaintiff's  paying  these  premiums 
or  reinsuring  after  the  policies  were  forfeited,  and  the 
plaintiff  making  a  demand  upon  the  defendant  for  the 

(a)  16  Cotn.  B.  401.  (6)  25  L.  J.  N,  S.  Bank,  10. 

(e)  1  Doug,  15a  id)  5  E.  ^  B.  395. 
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(«)  4  a  A  386.  (»)  a  RjBck.  107 


f 


V. 
TiTGKEB. 


XXI.  VICTORIA.  923 

provcabic  as  a  debt  might  be  claimed  under  the  new        1868. 

Act  as  a  liability.  In  re  Willis  (a)  and  Ex  parte  Myers  (i),     Wakbubo 

where  the  claims  were  held  to  be  proveable,  as  debts, 

are  applicable  only  to  cases  under  sect.  56  of  the  earlier 

Act  and  sect  177  of  the  present  Act.    The  same  remark 

applies  to  South  Staffordshire  Railway  Company  v.  Bwmr 

side  {c\  where  the  claim  was  held  not  to  be  proveable. 

So  Bennett  y.  Burtoft{d),  referred  to  in  Young  v.  Winter {e)^ 

arose  on  a  claim  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  7  G.  4. 

c.  57.  s,  51.,  which  is  very  different  in  its  language  from 

sect.  178  of  Stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106. 

The  case  stood  over  for  further  argument:  but,  in  the 
meantime,  the  postea  was  amended  at  Chambers,  by 
entering  the  finding  of  the  damages  at  116/.  Is.  on  each 
breach  of  the  .first  count  (g).     And  now 

7.  Jones  (Northern  Circuit)  appeared  for  the  party 
denying  error  (plaintiff  below),  and  informed  the  Court 
of  the  amendment ;  and  he  stated  that  he  would  enter 
a  remittitur  of  the  damages  on  the  second  breach  of  the 
first  count.  (The  Court  then  stated  that  he  need  not 
argue  as  to  the  point  on  the  first  breach.) 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  below  should  be  affirmed.  The  declaration 
is  on  two  breaches  of  covenant :  the  first,  the  nonpay- 
ment of  the  premiums  by  the  defendant;  the  second, 
the  non-payment  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifi^  of 
premiums  paid  by  the  plainti£f  under  the  terms  of  the 

(a)  4  Exch.  530.  (6)  M<mt.  ^  BL  329. 

(<r)  6  ExdL  129.  (rf)  }2  A.  ^  E.  667. 

(e)  16  Com.  B,  407. 
(y)  Each  breach  was  in  fact  assigned  in  respect  of  the  same  claim. 
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1858.  coTenant  But  we  may  now  treat  the  case  as  if  tbe 
Warbuko  8^<^i^d  breach  bad  not  been  assigned  at  all,  the  damages 
upon  that  breach  having  been  remitted  subsequently  la 
the  amendment  Takmg  the  first  count,  therefore,  as 
containing  only  the  first  breach,  the  Court  are  unani- 
mously of  opinion  that  the  bankruptcy  constitutes  do 
bar.  We  need  only  say,  as  to  the  second  breacdi,  with 
reference  to  the  argument  which  has  been  addressed  to 
us,  that  there  is  undoubtedly  a  conflict  of  authorities. 
In  Yovang  y.  Winter  (a)  the  Common  Pleas  pronounced 
decisions  on  two  breaches  of  covenant  exactly  the  same 
as  those  in  the  present  action.  They  held  that,  as  to 
the  first  breach,  bankruptcy  was  no  bar :  but  that  it  was 
a  bar  as  to  the  second  breach;  the  Court  of  Queen^s 
Bench  having  held  that  it  was  no  bar  as  to  either  breach. 
The  Courts  therefore  are  in  conflict  as  to  the  second 
breach ;  but  they  agree,  as  to  the  first,  that  bankruptcy 
is  no  bar.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  did  not  dis- 
tincdy  assign  the  grounds  of  their  decision  as  to  the  first 
breach :  but  they  are  most  satisfactorily  shewn  by  a  case 
which  was  not  cited  in  the  present  argument.  Maples  ▼• 
Pqtper  (b).  There  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that 
damages  arbing  from  a  non-performance  of  an  engage- 
ment to  restore  premises  to  their  original  state,  which 
engagement  constituted  the  condition  of  a  permission 
to  alter  them,  was  not,  within  sect  178,  a  liability  to  pay 
money  on  a  contingency.  Jervis  C.  J.,  after  pointing  out 
that  there  was  only  a  liability  to  restore  the  premises^  or 
give  such  compensation  in  damages  as  a  jury  might  award, 
said  that  the  Court  could  not  do  better  than  follow  the  de- 
cisions in  Younff  v.  Winter  {a)  and  Warburg  v.  ThitAer  (c). 

(a)  16  Com,  B.  401.  (6)  18  Om,  B.  177. 

(O  tE,^  B.  384. 
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That  was  a  decision,  not  that  there  was  not  a  liability  ]  858. 
on  a  contingency;  but  that  there  was  no  liability  to  pay  Warbubo 
money  on  a  contingency.  The  thing  might  or  might  tuckek. 
not  occur :  if  it  did  occur,  the  jury  were  to  assess  proper 
damages.  That  is  the  way  in  which  fFilks  J.  puts  it  in 
Maples  V.  Pepper  (a).  He  says :  "  It  is  true  that  the 
defendant,  if  he  failed  to  perform  his  agreement,  might 
be  liable  to  pay  money  in  the  shape  of  damages.  But, 
is  that  a  liability  to  pay  money  upon  a  contingency  ? 
Certainly  not  It  is  not  a  liability  to  pay  money  till  it 
results  in  damages;  and  then  it  is  a  liability  to  pay 
money  absolutely,  and  not  upon  any  contingency.**  I 
will  only  add  that  the  joint  opinion  of  the  Courts  of 
Queen*s  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  accords  with  the  view 
of  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  Ex  parte  Barwis  (A).  The 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  present 
case,  as  to  the  first  breach,  is  therefore  to  be  affirmed, 
but,  in  consideration  of  the  amendment,  without  costs. 

Martin  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  defend- 
ant enters  into  a  plain  and  intelligible  contract,  which  is 
beneficial  to  the  plaintifi.  To  relieve  himself  from  this 
contract,  the  defendant  should  shew  an  intention  of  the 
Legislature  as  clear  as  his  obligation.  He  relies  upon 
his  bankruptcy.  Of  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  I 
know  nothing  but  what  they  have  enacted.  I  look  at 
what  they  say  in  plain  and  express  terms.  Look  at  the 
language  of  sect  178.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  lia- 
bility on  this  contract  ?  In  substance  it  is  this :  that  the 
defendant,  by  payment  of  the  premiums,  will  secure  to 
the  covenantee  the  benefit  of  the  insurance.     If  they  are 

(a)   IS  Com.  B.  177.  (6)  25  L.  J.  N.  S.  Bank.  10. 


V. 
TUCKSK. 
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1858.  ^^^  V^^9  ^^^  insurance  is  lost  I  should  say  that  th< 
Wabbu  value  of  the  policy  measured  the  amount  of  the  claim ; 
because  the  breach  of  the  covenant  to  pay  the  premianu 
deprives  the  covenantee  of  the  advantage  which  woulc 
have  accrued  to  him  if  the  policy  had  been  kept  up 
The  liability  which  the  defendant^  by  breach  of  hii 
covenant,  has  incurred  is  not  a  liabihty  to  pay  monej 
on  a  contingency ;  and  I  am  most  clearly  of  opinioi 
that  the  bankruptcy  is  not,  under  sect  178,  an  answei 
to  the  complaint  in  respect  of  the  first  breach*  On  the 
second  breach  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  anything 
•  though  on  that  point  I  have  a  very  strong  opinion. 

Bramwell  B.  What  is  the  covenant  in  this  case  S 
It  is  that,  if  the  insured  parties  live,  and  the  debt  con- 
tinues, the  defendant  will  pay  the  premiums.  Mr 
Garth  says  that  we  may  consider  the  defendant  to  have 
entered  into  several  covenants  for  the  payment  of  the 
several  premiums.  If  that  be  so,  what  I  am  saying 
applies  only  to  the  non-payment  of  the  first  premium. 
Then,  as  to  the  second  premium,  the  case  becomes  mon 
and  more  contingent.  I  have  much  doubt  whether  thic 
is  a  liability  to  pay  money  on  a  contingency,  within 
sect  178.  But  what  is  the  liability?  Not  to  pay  i 
definite  sum  to  the  covenantee,  but  to  make  payment! 
which  are  of  the  utmost  uncertainty.  So,  although  the 
covenantor  may  have  to  pay  particular  sums  of  monej 
on  a  certain  contingency  or  contingencies,  still  his  obli- 
gation is  not  a  liability  to  pay  those  sums  to  the  cove 
nantee.  There  may  be  a  question  whether  he  is  or  is  noi 
liable  to  the  covenantee  to  the  Aill  extent  of  the  valqic 
of  the  policy.  Now  what  is  that  ?  It  is  a'  sum  whict 
we  could  not,  a  priori,  fix  at  all.     The  liability,  spoken 
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of  in  the  sectioiii  to  pay  money  on  a  contingency  exists        1858. 
in  a  case  where,  if  the  money  be  not  paid  upon  the  con-     ^^rbuko 
tingency  occurring,  there  is  a  precise  amount  due  and  ^* 

left  unpaid.  But  I  think  it  does  not  exist  in  a  case 
where  the  liability  to  the  creditor  is  greater  or  less  ac- 
cording to  circumstances.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
that  the  difficulty  occurs  which  my  brother  FFilliams 
points  out  There  is  also  this  further  difficulty.  The 
plaintiff  could  not  have  claimed  for  the  whole  amount 
of  the  debt,  and  also  for  the  non-payment  of  these 
premiums.  He  would  have  been  claiming  against  the 
estate  for  more  than  the  entire  of  that  for  which  the 
defendant  undertook ;  for  the  covenant  is  made  by  the 
defendant  as  surety.  The  plaintiff  might  keep  up  the 
security ;  or  the  policy  might  have  been  valued  and  sold ; 
he  could  not  have  this  and  a  separate  proof  for  the  ori- 
ginal debt.  The  truth  is  that  this  is  not  a  separate  and 
independent  claim  such  as  the  statute  contemplates.  It 
is  a  security  for  a  debt:  and  I  much  think  that  this 
affords  a  solution  of  the  question.  If  the  creditor,  being 
entitled  to  payment  of  the  debt,  does  not  choose  to  prove 
it,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  do  so.  But,  if  he  does 
prove  the  debt,  he  must  bring  in  the  security  and  have 
it  valued.  I  think  there  is  also  another  view  of  the 
subject.  The  certificate  of  conformity  discharges  the 
bankrupt  from  all  that  is  made  proveable  under  the 
bankruptcy.  Mr.  Garth  says  that  making  the  claim 
under  sect.  178  is  not  a  proof.  But,  if  so,  the  case  is 
not  within  sect  200;  for  I  cannot  help  thinking  that 
this  section  refers  only  to  what  is  actually  proveable, 
not  to  what  remains  contingent  The  creditor  is  not  to 
be  kept  in  a  halting  position.  Mr.  Garth  says  that  the 
claim  will  ripen  to  proof.    It  will  so,  if  it  remains  alive 
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18^^.  and  ia  not  struck  ont  Bat  sappoae  die  cantxngrncj 
WAftAvma  ^<>^  <^^  happen  within  six  mootha  9&ms  the  fiUng  ofi 
TocKxa.  ^  petition,  b  the  creditor  to  be  prednded  ?  Tbal 
aeems  Co  me  monatrooa :  he  would  have  the  benefit  oi 
neither  an  action  on  the  corenant  nor  the  proof  ondei 
the  bankroptcj.  Therefore,  it  seema  to  me  that  aect.  20C 
applies  onlj  to  cases  where  the  creditor  has  an  afasoliitE 
right  of  proof:  and  this  creates  in  mj  mind  a  greai 
diflSciih  J  as  to  the  su^jeated  defence.  I  need  not  in- 
qnire  how  fiur  what  I  have  said  applies  to  the  secooci 
breach. 

Watsov  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have  noi 
considered  all  the  points  soggested  by  mj  brother  Brum 
well  But  the  argument  for  the  defendant  is  that  what- 
ererisproreableisbarredbjthe  certificate;  and  that  this 
claim  is  so  proyeable.  But  I  think  it  is  not  a  claim  on  i 
liability  to  pay  money  on  a  contingency  within  sect.  178 
The  covenant  is  to  keep  up  the  insurance  by  payment 
to  a  third  party ;  not  to  pay  money  to  the  plaintiff  al 
all.  The  clum  of  the  plaintiff  on  this  breach  of  core 
nant  would  sound  only  in  damages :  but  these  are  no 
necessarily  of  any  particular  amount;  they  might  b< 
anything  from  a  farthing  upwards.  If  the  plaintiff  hac 
paid  the  premiums  on  the  policy  and  the  defendant  hai 
repaid  him,  then  the  damages  on  the  first  breach  migh 
be  a  farthing.  You  really  may  put  the  possibility  fift^ 
ways.  This  point  was  before  the  Court  of  Excheque 
in  National  Atturante  Astociatian  ▼.  Best  (a).  There 
by  way  of  security  for  a  loan,  a  policy  of  assurance  wa 
charged  with  payment  of  principal  and  interest,  and  tb 

(a)  2  B.^  N.605. 
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borrower  covenanted  to  pay  the  premiums.     He  failed        1858. 
to  do  so ;  whereby  the  policy,  from  its  terms,  became     wabburo 
forfeited.     An  action  being  brought  on  this  covenant,      juckeb 
and  no  proof  of  actual  damages  given,  the  Court  held 
that  there  could  be  only  nominal  damages.  Pollock  C.  B.* 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said  :  '^  It  is  clear 
that  the  amount  of  the  premiums  is  not  the  criterion  of 
damage.     The  premiums  not  having  been  paid  by  the 
covenantors,  if  the  covenantees  had  paid  them  in  order 
to  keep  up  the  policy,  or,  for  their  own  security,  had 
effected  another  policy,  there  might  have  been  ground 
for  substantial  damages ;  but  here  there  was  nothing  but 
the  loss  of  the  security,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
actual  injury  was  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  in  conse- 
quence of  that     The  plaintiffs  have  not  put  us,  nor  did 
they  put  the  jury,  in  a  situation  to  estimate  what  damages 
they  are  entitled  to,  if  the  amount  of  the  premiums  does 
not  furnish  the  criterion.     As  the  Court  cannot  substitute 
any  other  measure  of  damage,  we  think  that  on  the  first 
count  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  nominal  damages  only." 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  defence  as  to  the  first  breach 
is  not  sustained.     I  had  little  difficulty,  in  my  own  mind, 
as  to  the  second  breach ;  for  I  thought  that  still  less  a  case 
of  liability  to  pay  money  on  a  contingency. 

Btles  J.  I  agree  that  there  is  no  defence  as  to  the 
first  breach.  I  am  led  to  this  opinion  chiefly  by  the 
authorities. 

Judgment  affirmed  (a). 

(a)  See  Parker  ▼.  Imee,  AH.IfN,  53. 
E.    D.    &   E.  3   O 


930 

1858. 


TRINITY  VACATION. 


JufU  16th. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

HiGGiNS  against  Seed. 

This  case,  decided  on  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Queci 
Bench,  is  reported,  S  E.  ^  B.  771. 


T%ur»day, 
June  17th. 


Richard  Oglesby  and  John  Allen,  appellant 
affainst  Jose  Ramon  Ygleslas,  respondent. 


A  memoran-     rpHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  judi 

dum  for  a  char-     J|_  '  *  j       « 

ter  party,  made  of  the  Sheriffs'  Court,  Londouy  under  The  Londt 

tiflfc,  ship.  (City)  Small  Debts  Extension  Act,  1852  (a),  s.  78. 
defendant,  '*  as       The  plaint  in  that  Court  was  entered  bj  the  appellan 

freighter"  (no  ^  rccovcr  from  the  respondent  49/.  for  demurrage  upc 

name(!)7after^  *  charter  party.     The  material  facts  of  the  case,  staU 

providing  for  ^^  ^^^  jadge,  were  as  follows. 

**  demurrage  "^  J       o  » 

ofer  and  above       The  appellants  are  owners   of  the   barque   Lowit 

the  said  lying  *-  *-  ^ 

day8at7/j)er    Ogkshy  residing  at  Hully  and  Allen  at  South  Shiek 

Qay,    siaieu         *»— » 

that  "it  is  The  respondent  is  a  merchant  in  London.  The  sa 
that,  this  char-  barque  was  chartered  for  a  voyage  from  the  river  Ty 
claded"by"^°'    to  Alicante^  by  and  under  a  charter  party,  which  ran 

defendant  "  for   foIlQ™  . 
another  party.     ^IIOWS . 

the  liability  of  u  Memorandum  for  charter. 

the  former  in 

every  respect,  «  Newcastle  on  Tyne^  llth  October.  \%t 

and  as  to  all  ^        ^  *^ 

matters  and  <*  It  is  this  day  mutually  agreed  between  Mr.  Hichc 

things,  as  well 
before  as  after 

the  shipping  of  the  said  cargo,  shall  cease  as  soon  as  they  have  shipped  the  cargo.' 
Held  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable,  upon  this  memorandum,  for  demum 
port  of  discharge.  

(a)  15  &  16  Fid,  c,  Ixxvii.,  local  and  personal,  public.      Printed 
length  in  the  Statutes  at  Large. 


demurrage  at 
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Ogleshyy  owner  of  the  British  or  privileged  ship  or  vessel        1858. 

called   The  Lowicky master,  of  the  burthen"  &c.,       Oglesby 

"  now  in  the  Tyne^  and  J.  R.  Yglesiaa  Esq.,  of  London,  as      yqloha^ 

agent  for  the  freighter,  that  the  said  ship,  being  tight"  &c., 

**  shall,  with  all  possible  speed,  proceed  to"  a  place  in  the 

river  Tyne,  and  there  load  a  cargo  of  coals,  "  and,  being 

so  loaded,  shall  therewith  proceed  to  Alicante,  safe  place 

of  anchorage  and  moorage  as  the  consignee  may  direct, 

and  deliver  the  same  to  the  said  freighter  or  his  assigns, 

on  being  paid  freight  at  and  after  the  rate  of"  &c.,  "  one 

working  da;  per  keel  and  half  to  be  allowed  the  said 

freighter  (if  the  ship  is  not  sooner  dispatched)  for  delivery 

of  the  cargo,  to  commence  when  the  ship  is  in  a  proper 

berth  and  ready  to  discharge :"  "  demurrage  over  and 

above   the  said  lying  days  at   7/.  per  day,"     *'  It  is 

further  agreed  that,  this   charter  being  concluded  by 

J,  R.   Yglesias  for  another  party,  the  liability  of  the 

former  in  every  respect,  and  as  to  all  matters  and  things, 

as  well  before  as  after  the  shipping  of  the  said  cargo, 

shall  cease  as  soon  as  they  have  shipped  the  cargo. 

«  For  J.  R.  Yglesias, 
"  Witness,  J.  Masterton.**      "  Adolphus  P.  Harrison  §•  Co., 

"  Agents." 

The  vessel  shipped,  in  the  river  Tyne,  a  full  cargo  of 
coals,  consigned  to  a  person  at  Alicante,  known  to  the 
shipowners  as  being  the  consignee,  and  named  as  con- 
signee in  the  shipping  note,  which  stated  the  coals  to 
be  "  shipped"  «  by  J.  R  Yglesias,  of  London,"*  "  to  be 
delivered"  to  such  consignee* 

The  vessel  arrived  at  Alicante  on  27th  November  1856, 
and  was  ready  to  discharge  on  the  Ist  December,  of  which 
notice  was  given  the  same  day  to  the  consignee*  The 
receipt  of  the  cargo  was  acknowledged  by  the  consignee, 

3  o  2 
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1858.        ^'ho  P^i^l  the  freight     The  discharge  commenced  on  2 

Oglesby  ~   December  1856,  and  was  not  completed  till  9th  Januai 

y    ^*  1857.     Application  was  made  to  the  consignee  for  tl 

amount  due  on  account  of  demurrage ;  but  nothing  w 

paid  by  her. 

The  objection  taken  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  w; 
that  he  was  not  personally  liable  on  the  charterpart 
inasmuch  as  he  was  merely  an  agent  for  the  consignee 
and  that  the  captain  and  owners  must  have  known  tbi 
such  was  the  case :  and  also  that  the  last  clause  of  tl 
charter  party  relieved  him  from  any  liability.  The  judj 
decided  that  in  law  the  respondent  was  not  personal! 
liable  on  the  charter  party,  or  for  the  demand  sued  fo 
and  gave  a  verdict  for  him. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  principal  having  bee 
named,  or  having  existed,  other  than  the  consignee. 

DavisoUy  for  the  appellants.  The  respondent,  Yglegiii 
is  the  only  person  liable  for  the  demurrage,  ^fhe  chart< 
party  is  signed  on  his  behalf,  by  his  agents,  who  tberefa 
hold  him  out  as  principal :  the  clause,  therefore,  vi^hic 
professes  to  relieve  him  of  liability  as  principal,  is  repuj 
nant,  and  must  be  rejected  in  construing  the  instnimen 
The  intention  of  the  parties,  as  to  whether  or  not  th 
party  signing  is  to  be  treated  as  personally  liable,  moi 
be  collected  from  the  whole  document ;  Green  v.  Kopke  (a 
Cooke  V.  Wilson  (J),  Lennard  v.  Robinson  (c).  [ Crovnpton  % 
In  those  cases  there  was  no  express  disclaimer  of  person; 
liability  by  the  party  signing,  as  there  is  here.  Tl 
question  here  is,  is  such  express  disclaimer,  alleging 
limited  liability  upon  the  contract,  good  at  law  as 

(a)  18  Om,  B.  549. 

(6)  1  Com.  B.  N.  &  153.     Sec  Parker  v.  ninlow,  1  E.  ^  B,  942. 

(c)  5  £,'.  ^  B.  125. 


\i 


V. 
YOLESIAS. 
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defence  to  a  claim  fouDded  upon  the  ordinary  liability  1858. 
upon  a  contract  of  that  description  ?]  That  disclaimer  oglesbt 
is  repugnant  to  the  effect  of  the  preceding  contract, 
which  is  complete  in  itself,  and  creates  a  personal 
liability:  the  disclaimer  must  therefore  be  considered 
as  void,  on  the  principle  adopted  in  Furnivall  v. 
Coombes{a\  The  only  person  liable  at  all,  upon  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  is  Yfflesias.  The  consignee  of 
the  cargo  is  a  stranger  to  the  charterer  until  the  ship- 
ping note  is  handed  over,  [Crompton  J.  Suppose  the 
proviso  had  contained  the  express  words  "  for  an 
unknown  consignee."]  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  would 
probably  not  have  entered  into  the  contract  at  all. 
[Crompton  J.  mentioned  Pederson  v.  Lotinga  (ft).] 
The  decision  there  was  only  on  the  demurrage  prior 
to  the  shipment,  as  to  which  the  defendant  was  held 
liable;  and,  even  as  to  demurrage  at  the  port  of 
discharge,  the  clause  exempting  the  defendant  from 
liability  was  much  stronger  than  here,  the  owners  and 
master  agreeing  to  rest  solely  upon  their  lien.  [Cromp- 
ton J.  In  Pederson  v.  lA)tinga  (ft),  as  in  this  case, 
the  person  entering  into  the  charter  party  was  liable 
to  a  limited  extent  Here  the  liability  attaches  upon 
his  not  loading  in  a  given  time.]  The  very  fact  of 
the  proviso  shews  that  he  was  primarily  liable  for 
more :  and  that  primary  liability  must  still  continue,  if 
the  exempting  clause  is  clearly  repugnant  to  the  inten- 

(a)  5  M:  ^  G.  736. 

(6)  28  Law  7Vme«,267.  January  27, 1857  ;  before  Lord  Campbell  Q.  3,^ 
Coieridge,  Wightman  and  Crompton  Js.  According  to  the  note  of  Messn. 
Btti$  and  Blackburn,  no  question  arose  as  to  the  liability  to  demurrage  at 
the  port  of  discharge.  The  learned  Judges  pointed  out  the  peculiar  lan- 
guage of  the  particular  instrument,  according  to  which  the  provision  as  to 
demurrage  at  the  port  of  loading  was  different  from  that  as  to  demurrage 
at  the  port  of  discharge. 
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1858.        lion  on  the  face  of  the  iDBCromenL  SchmaUz  ▼.  Avery  (a 
Oglesbt      5s  an  anthority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 


T. 

ToLUIAflw 


F.  M.  fF/ute,  contr^  was  not  called  upon  to  argne  fo 
the  respondent 

(WioHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

£rle  J.  The  judgment  must  be  affirmed.  I  agre< 
that  Yglesias  is  the  contracting  party :  but  the  quesiioi 
still  remains,  what  is  the  contract  into  which  he  enters '. 
The  charter  party  contains  an  express  and  uneqaivoca 
stipulation  that  his  liability,  ^'  in  every  respect,  and  si 
to  all  matters  and  things,  as  well  before  as  after  ihi 
shipping  of  the  said  cargo,  shall  cease  as  soon  as"  thi 
cargo  is  shipped.  It  may  seem  improbable  that  thi 
owner  would  leave  himself  without  a  remedy  at  the  por 
of  discharge  :  still,  if  he  chooses  so  to  contract,  it  is  no 
our  office  to  interfere.  It  is  impossible  to  construe  tbi 
charter  party  otherwise  than  as  exempting  the  defendan 
from  all  liability  after  shipment  of  the  cargo. 

Crompton  J.  I  have  never  had  any  doubt  upoi 
this  point.  No  doubt,  as  Mr.  Davison  has  contended 
Yglesias  is  the  contracting  party  :  but  it  was  con][>eten 
for  him,  if  he  chose,  to  make  it  a  part  of  the  contrac 
that  be  should  be  exempt  from  all  liability  after  th 
cargo  was  shipped.  That  is  clear  as  a  matter  of  law 
and  in  Pederson  v.  Lotinga  {b)  that  principle  seems  t 
have  been  assumed.  In  that  case  some  of  the  Judges  c 
this  Court  said  that  the  only  doubt  was  as  to  what  th 
intention  of  the  defendant  was :  no  doubt  was  expresse 
that,  if  he  intended  so  to  contract,  it  was  competent  t 

(a)  16  Q.  B,  655.  (6)  28  Law  T^ma,  367. 
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him  to  do  so.  There  is  nothing  absurd  or  repugnant  in 
this  clause,  looking  at  the  usual  course  of  the  coal  trade. 
I  do  not  say  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  remedy  :  it  is  pos- 
sible that  the  party  for  whom  the  defendant  is  agent 
might  be  liable,  although  there  would,  in  that  case,  be 
this  difficulty,  that  two  persons  would  be  liable  upon  the 
same  contract,  one  as  principal,  the  other  as  agent.  At 
all  events  the  parties  contracting  were  perfectly  at  liberty 
to  introduce  this  stipulation ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
as  to  its  meaning. 
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Oglesbt 

T. 

YOLESIAS. 


Erle  J.     My  brother  Ilill  (a)  has  desired  me  to  say 

that,  as  far  as  he  has  heard  the  argument,  he  concurs  in 

the  view  which  we  have  taken. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  Hm  J.  had  left  the  Court  during  the  arg^mcut. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

Watson  against  McLean. 

This  case,   decided   on   appeal  from   the    Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  is  reported,  ante,  p.  78. 


Thtir9day^ 
June  I7tb. 


Sandon  against  Jervis  and  Dain. 


7%uridajf, 
June  1 7tL 


A  CTION   for   assault    and    false    imprisonment,   in  a  sherirs 
arresting  the  plaintiff  and  detaining  him  in  custody,  cution  of  a  ca' 

sa.,  put  his 
hand  into  the 
debtor*s  dwelling  house,  bv  an  opening  in  a  window  caused  by  a  pane  having  been  broken 
in  the  scuffle,  but  not  by  the  officer,  touched  the  debtor  who  was  inside  the  house,  and  said, 
**  You  are  my  prisoner."    He  was  unable  then  to  secure  the  person  of  the  debtor ;  but  he 
thereupon  broke  open  the  outer  door  of  the  house,  and  seized  the  debtor. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Excheouer  Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Qaeen*s  Bench,  that  the  officer  had  act§d  legally,  the  arrest  having  been  effected  by  touching 
the  debtor,  and  the  subsequent  breaking  of  the  outer  door  being  justifiable  for  the  purpoto 
of  taking  into  custody  the  debtor  so  arroted. 
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the  pane  of  glass,  and  the  position  of  the  p1aintifiP*s  arm.        1838. 
The  plaintiff's  witnesses  stated  that  JVoolrych  broke  the       sIkdon 
pane  of  glass,  and  put  his  hand  through,  and  so  touched       jEaVis. 
the  plaintiff;    but  this  was  denied  by  the  defendants' 
witnesses,  who  said  that  the  plaintiff  broke  the  pane 
and  thrust  his  hand  through  to  push  Woolrych  from  the 
ladder.     Having  touched  the  plaintiff,  Woolrych  came 
down  from  the  ladder,  and,  by  Dain's  direction,  broke 
the  outer  door  of  the  plaintiff's  house  and  entered  it, 
when  Dain  arrested  the  plaintiff,  and  conveyed  him  to 
Stafford  gaol,  where  he  had  remained  ever  since,  under 
the  writ  of  ca.  sa. 

The  learned  Baron  left  four  questions  to  the  jury. 

1.  Was  the  window  closed  and  fastened  at  the  time 
Woolrych  put  his  hand  through  and  touched  the  plaintiff? 
The  jury  found  that  it  was. 

2.  Did  Woolrych  put  his  hand  through  the  broken 
pane?  The  jury  found  that  Woolrych  did  put  his  hand 
through  the  broken  pane. 

3.  Did  Woolrych  break  the  window?  The  jury  found 
No ;  and  that  the  window  was  broken  in  the  scuffle. 

4.  Did  the  plaintiff  put  his  hand  through  the  broken 
pane  ?     The  jury  found  that  he  did  not. 

The  jury  then  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
5/.  58.  damages :  and  the  learned  Judge  gave  the  defend- 
ants' counsel  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants. 

Piyott  Serjt.,  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
Nisi  accordingly. 

Huddleston  and  J.  J,  Powell  now  shewed  cause.  The 
arrest  was  not  sufficient.  In  the  first  place,  though  the 
cases  establish  that  there  may  be  an  arrest  by  touch, 
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through  an  open  window ;  may  he  not  do  so  through  1868. 
a  pane  which  has  been  broken,  but  not  by  him  ?  Erie  J.  sandoh 
Just  as  he  might  arrest  through  a  window  which  was 
ineffectually  closed?]  Where  the  window  is  open,  or 
ineffectually  closed,  the  owner  has  given  up  the  privilege 
of  his  house;  but  not  where  the  glass  is  accidentally 
broken.  [Crompton  J.  If  a  man  is  arrested  outside 
his  house,  and  runs  inside  it  and  locks  himself  in,  that  is 
an  arrest  which  would  justify  the  officer  in  breaking  in,] 
There  the  debtor  would  have  been  properly  arrested  in 
the  first  instance :  here  he  was  not.  It  was,  no  doubt, 
agreed  in  Genner  v.  Sparks  {a)  that,  "  if  a  bailiff  have  a 
warrant  against  a  person  who  is  in  a  house,  and  lay 
hand  upon  him  through  the  window,  he  may  afterwards 
break  the  house  to  come  to  him."  But  that  decision 
appears  to  be  based  upon  Sir  ff^Uiam  Fishes  Case^  cited 
in  White  v.  Wiltsheire  (ft) ;  and  there  the  debtor  himself 
opened  the  window ;  so  that  the  arrest  was  a  proper  one. 
And  the  dictum  of  Holt  J.,  in  an  Anonymous  (c)  case, 
that,  ''  if  a  window  be  open,  and  a  bailiff  put  his  hand 
and  touch  one  for  whom  he  has  a  warrant,  he  is  thereby 
his  prisoner,  and  may  break  open  the  door  to  come  at 
him,"  is  based,  as  appears  by  the  reference,  upon  Genner 
v.  Sparks  (a). 

Pigott  Serjt.  and  Scotland^  contra,  were  not  called  on. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

£rle  J.     This  rule  must  be  made  absolute.     The 

(a)  6  Mod.  173;   S,  C.  1  Sallu  79. 

(6)2  RolL  /?.  138 ;   S.  C.  Palm,  53.  Sec  Pugh  v.  Griffith,  1  A.^E,  827. 

(c)  7  Mod,  8. 


MO 
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qoeslioo  is,  whether  ihe  plmotiff  was  properl]^  arrestee 
or,  m  other  words,  what  constitotes  an  arrest  It  appea 
to  me  to  be  decided  bj  the  aathorities  that,  if  the  offic 
cm  touch  the  party  against  whom  he  has  a  warrar 
withoot  breaking  into  the  dwelling  house  in  so  doing,  tfa 
is  a  sufficient  arrest.  Now  here,  though  the  window  w 
broken,  it  was  not  broken  by  the  oflScer ;  and  he  touch 
the  plaintiff  who  was  within  his  reach,  without  coi 
mitting  any  violation  of  the  privilege  attaching  to  t 
dwdling  boose.  It  has  been  argued  that,  in  order 
make  an  arrest  by  touch  sofficient,  the  officer  must  han 
at  the  time,  the  power  of  keeping  the  party  so  arrestee 
imder  restraint.  I  think  that  it  would  be  most  perDiciow 
if  the  qoestioo,  whether  the  officer  had  such  means  a 
restraint,  were  perpetually  to  be  submitted  to  a  jaiy 
Take  the  case,  pot  by  my  brother  Cramptan^  of  the 
party  arrested  running  into  his  house  and  locking  hin' 
self  in  there.  It  would  be  a  difficult  and  dangeroai 
question  to  leave  to  the  jury,  whether,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances^  the  officer  had  the  power  of  restraining  bin 
at  the  time  of  arrest.  The  Anonymous  {a)  case  in  7  Mod 
seems  to  me  to  decide  that  mere  touch  by  the  officer 
through  a  window  already  open,  is  sufficient,  witfaoix 
SQch  power  of  restraint  as  has  been  contended  for.  Anc 
in  Gt9Mer  v.  Sparks  {b)  it  was  agreed  by  the  Court  ths 
a  touch  by  the  officer  ''even  with  the  end  of  his  finger' 
is  sufficient  The  Judges  seem  to  have  put  the  breakio^ 
into  the  dwelling  house  as  the  boundary  of  what  is 
lawful  arrest :  any  personal  contact  with  the  debtor  b 
any  means  short  of  such  breaking  in  is  good ;  and  a 
arrest  is  therefore  sufficient  if  made  through  a  vindcs 


(a)  7  Mod.  8. 


(t)  6  Mod.  173 ;   5.  C.  1  Sail  79. 
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which  has  either  been  left  open,  or,  as  here,  has  been        1858. 
accidentally  broken,  but  not  by  the  officer.  Sandom 


Crompton  J.  I  also  think  that  the  arrest  was  good. 
The  argument  that  the  officer  must,  at  the  time  of  touch- 
ing the  debtor,  possess  the  ability  of  retaining  him  in 
custody  is  not  supported  by  the  authorities.  Genner 
V.  Sparks  (a)  and  the  Anonymous  {b)  case  in  7  Mod.  shew 
that  mere  touch,  if  unaccompanied  by  any  infraction  of 
the  dwelling  house,  is  a  sufficient  arrest,  and  gives  the 
officer  the  right  to  break  into  the  house  to  complete  the 
capture.  I  felt  more  pressed  by  the  second  point,  viz., 
that  here  there  was  an  illegal  infraction  of  the  dwelling 
house,  by  the  officer  putting  his  hand  through  the  pane, 
on  the  same  principle  as,  in  criminal  cases,  a  putting  in 
of  the  hand  where  the  window  had  been  left  open  has 
been  held  to  be  a  step  in  a  constructive  breaking  into 
the  house.  But,  under  all  the  circumstances,  I  agree  with 
my  hxothev  Erie  that  we  may  keep  to  the  question  whether, 
there  having  been,  at  all  events,  no  actual  breaking  in, 
there  was  such  a  touch  as  constitutes  an  arrest ;  and  I 
think  that  there  was. 

Hill  J.  The  first  question  is,  what  is  a  sufficient 
touch  to  constitute  an  arrest.  It  has  been  contended 
that  the  officer  must  have,  at  the  time  of  touching,  the 
ability  of  taking  corporal  possession  of  the  debtor,  or, 
at  least,  of  keeping  him  under  restraint.  But  that  posi- 
tion is  certainly  not  sanctioned  by  the  authorities  cited 
in  the  course  of  the  argument ;  and  Blackstone,  in  his 
Commentaries  (e)i  lays  down  that  *^  an  arrest  must  be  by 
corporal  seizing  or  touching  the  defendant's  body ;  after 

(a)  6  Mod.  173.     S.  C.  i  Salk.  79.  (b)  7  Mod.  8. 

(e)  3  Bl.  Com,  288. 


T. 

Jervib. 
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1858.  which  the  bailiff  may  justify  brealdiig  open  die  hois 
g^jjj^j,       in  which  be  is,  to  take  him."     It  wae  also  argued  th 

inVu        ^  officer,  by  patting  hia  hand  throogh  the  broken  pan 

had  violated  the  privilege  of  the  house.     Bat  the  poo 

was  not  broken  by  him ;   and  I  think  that  die  o£Bce 

tooching  the  plaintiff  through  the  pane,  had  as  mac 

rig^t  to  make  the  arrest  through  the  pane  as  he  wool 

ha^e  had  to  go  at  once  into  the  hooae  and  make  tl 

arrest  if  the  door  had  been  left  open  by  the    ovme 

or  eren  broken  by  third  parties  and  then  left  opei 

Then,  the  arrest  having  been  kwfblly  made^  the  ofl^ 

had  a  ri^t  to  break  open  the  outer  door  of  the  hoa 

and  complete  the  capture.     On  both  points,  therefore, 

agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Coort  that  this  role  should  I 

made  absolute. 

Rule  absolut 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

^4t?,'i869i  Sandon  against  Jervis  and  Dain. 

For  nuirginal         The    plaintiff   having   appealed  to    the   Exchequc 

note,  tee  ante,    ^-        , 

p.  935.  Chamber, 

In  this  vacation  (a), 

J.  J.  Powell  was  heard  for  the  appellant  (plaintii 
below).  First,  there  was  no  legal  arrest  before  th< 
breaking  of  the  house  door,  because  the  oflScer  ha< 
not,  till  then,  corporal  possession  of  the  plaintiff:  Se 
condly,  even  if  there  was  such  corporal  possession,  i 
was  illegally  obtained,  and  the  defence  fails.     As  t< 

(a)  F^uary  2. 


'it 
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the  first  point,  all  the  deGnitions,  and  almost  all  the       [1859.] 
authorities,  concur  in  the  proposition  that  merely  touch*  "  gj^^oN 
ing  the  body  of  the  debtor  does  not  constitute  an  arrest,       jgavis. 
except  in  the  cases  where  the  touch  is  only  symbolical. 
It  is  not  indeed  necessary  that  there  should  be  such  a 
possession  of  the  body  that  the  oflBcer  is  able  to  carry 
the  party  to  gaol :  that  may  be  rendered  impossible  by 
the  superior  strength  of  the  debtor.     But  there  must  be 
such  a  strong  hold  that  the  debtor  cannot  escape  without 
exerting   strength.      In    TomlinsorCs  Law   Dictionary^ 
"  Arrest"  is  defined  as  "  a  restraint  of  a  man's  person, 
obliging  him  to  be  obedient  to  the  law,*'  and  as  ^^  the 
beginning  of  imprisonment  ;'**  which  agrees  with  the  de- 
finition in   Les  Termes  de  la  Ley^  cited  below.     The 
sheriff  cannot  be  liable  for  an  escape  where  no  more  has 
taken  place  than  a  touch ;  yet  that  would  follow  if  the 
point  contended  for  on  the  other  side  were  valid ;  Nicholl 
V.  Darley  (a).     In  Sir  William  FisKs  Case^b)  it  was  held 
that,  where  a  debtor  opened  the  casement  of  the  window 
of  his  house  and  took  the  sheriff  by  the  hand,  and  the 
sheriff  then  arrested  him,  the  arrest  was  legal,  so  that, 
the  debtor   having  pulled  away  his  hand,  the   sheriff 
might  afterwards  break  open  the  door  of  the  house  and 
take  him.     But  it  must  be  assumed  that  there  the  sheriff 
took  the  debtor's  hand,  a  very  different  thing  from  mere 
touch.     In  Genner  v.  Sparks  (c)  it  was  agreed  that,  if 
the  sheriff  ^'  had  but  touched  the  defendant  even  with 
the  end  of  his  finger,  it  had  been  an  arrest."    But  that 
must  have  been  spoken  with  reference  to  the  particular 
case  before  the  (^ourt,  where  the  defendant  was  in  a 
yard  and  could  not  get  away,  so  that  the  touch  would 

(a)  2  r.  ^  /.  399. 

(fr)  Cited  in  fThiU  v.  Wilt$heire,  2  Rol.  R.V3B;  S.  C.  AiAr.  53. 

(c>  6  Mod,  173 ;  S,  C.  1  Sali,  79. 


944  [HILARY  VACATION. 

[1859.]  hsLYe  been  merely  symbolical  It  is  tme  that  there  £ 
Sakdok  ^^^^  *"  illustration,  *'  as  if  a  bailiff  have  a  warrant  agaii 
JerVis  ^  person  who  is  in  a  house,  and  lay  hands  upon  hi 
through  the  window,  he  may  afterwards  break  the  hoa 
to  come  to  him."  That,  however,  is  merely  founds 
on  Sir  William  Fish's  Case  (a),  which  has  been  alreac 
explained.  The  same  remark  applies  to  the  Amam 
mous  Qi)  case  in  7  Mod.  The  dictum  in  BuL  N.  P.  6 
rests  merely  on  those  in  Genner  v.  Sparks  (c).  [  fFUks  < 
referred  to  Com.  Dig.  Execution  (C  12.).  BramweU  B.  1 
recur  to  the  test  which  you  suggest :  suppose  the  offic 
puts  his  arm  through  the  iron  railings  of  a  gate  whic 
he  cannot  pass,  and  lays  hold  of  the  debtor,  is  that  s 
arrest  ?]  That  seems  to  be  an  arrest,  because  the  debtc 
being  actually  detained,  is  bound  to  submit  to  the  lai 
Secondly,  the  capture  was  at  any  rate  obtained  by  i 
illegal  entry.  The  circumstances  in  Doe  ▼•  2Vye  (i 
were  something  like  those  in  the  present  case :  tl 
oflScer  thrust  his  hand  through  some  paper  whic 
supplied  the  place  of  a  pane  of  glass  in  the  windov 
and  he  thus  got  the  key  of  the  house,  with  which  1 
opened  the  door  and  effected  the  capture  in  the  houa 
and  this  was  admitted  to  be  an  illegal  arrest.  [fPitZfet  < 
The  key  was  obtained  by  a  trespass.  BramweU  ] 
Might  the  officer  get  in  through  an  open  window 
Supposing  that  to  be  lawful  in  the  case  where  a  windo 
has  been  negligently  left  open,  the  present  case  is  Ye\ 
different :  the  window  was  broken  in  the  defence  of  tl 
legal  possession  of  the  house.  In  Park  v.  Pereival{ 
an  arrest  was  held  to  be  illegal,  where  the  oflScer  o 
tained  an  entry  into  a  house  by  craft,  in  calling  to  tl 

(a)  Cited  in  White  v.  fFiftsheire,  2  RoL  R.lSSi  S.  C.  Fdbm.  53. 
ib)  7  Mod.  8.  (c)  6  Mod,  173;  S.  C.  1  Saik.  79. 

(<0  ^  New  Ca.  573.  (e)  Hob.  62  (5tb  ed.). 
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wife  of  the  owner,  who  opened  the  door  a  little,  where-       [1859.] 

upon  the  officer  rushed  forcibly  in.     The  debtor  has  the       sakdom 

right  to  keep  the  door  of  his  own  house  shut ;  Semaynes       j e^vis 

Case  (a).     [BramtDellB.     I  always  thought  the  officer 

might  get  into  the  house  by  any  means  not  forcible.     In 

Park  V.  Percival  (b)  the  house  was  not  the  house  of  the 

debtor.]     He  lay  there ;  and  it  appears  from  8emayne*s 

Case  (a)  that,  even  in  such  a  case,  the  officer  cannot 

break  into  a  house  without  a  previous  request  and  denial. 

In  Comj/ns's  Digest^  Execution  (C  5.),  it  is  said  that  the 

sheriff,  under  an  execution  against  the  goods,  cannot 

open  the  outer  door,  though  it  be  only  latched.     l^Crow- 

der  J.     That  doctrine  of  Comyiis  seems  to  be  questioned 

by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ryan  v.  Shilcoch  (c). 

Williams  J.     In  Curtis  v.  Hubbard  (d)^  cited  in  Smithes 

note  (e)  to  Semayne^s  Case  (a),  the  law  is  asserted  as  in 

Comyns,']   Lord  MansfieleCs  language  in  Lee  v.  Gansel(g) 

has  been  already  referred  to  in  the  argument  below.  The 

proper  rule  seems  to  be  that,  where  a  door  or  window  is 

left  open  by  intention  or  negligence,  there  the  officer 

may  enter;  but  not  otherwise.     Thus,  if  a  window  were 

broken  by  a  hail  storm,  or  a  door  blown  down  by  a  gust 

of  wind,  there,  unless  a  reasonable  time  for  repairing 

had  elapsed,  the  officer  could  not  enter.     In  Aga  Kur^ 

boolie  Mahomed  v.  The  Queen  (A),  a  case  before  the  Privy 

Council,  it  was  held  that  an  officer,  who,  in  execution  of 

a  bailable  writ,  had  peaceably  entered  a  house,  but  had 

been  forcibly  expelled  before  making  an  arrest,  might, 

without  demanding  re-entry,  lawfully  break   open   the 

(a)  5  Rep.  91  a.  93  a.  (fr)  Hob,  62  (5tb  ed.). 

(c)  7  Exch.  72.  (d)  1  HilTs  New  Fork  Rep,  337. 

(0  1  ^iniM*«  L.  Co.  82  (4tb  ecL). 

(p)  1  Cowp.  1.  (A)  4  Moore*$  P.  C.  C.  239. 

E.    B.   &   E.  3   P 
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[1859.]  outer  door  of  the  house  which  had  been  fiistened  again 
Sandon  him.  There  the  debtor  could  not  avail  himself  of  tl 
jKBYia.  unlawful  expulsion ;  and  the  officer  was  entitled  to  replac 
himself  in  the  position  from  which  he  had  been  illegal] 
disturbed.  The  decision  therefore  is  not  an  authority  i 
the  present  case :  but  Lord  CampbelFa  judgment  thei 
will  be  found  to  accord  with  the  general  principle  no 
insisted  upon. 

PigoU  Seijt.9  for  the  respondents  (defendants  below 
cited  an  Anonymous  (a)  case  in  Ventris. 

Per  Curiam.     We  will  consider  whether  it  is  nece 
sary  to  hear  you. 

And  now  the  learned  Judges,  without  calling  on  Piffo 
Serjty  pronounced  their  judgments. 

Pollock  C.  B.  We  think  that  the  judgment  of  tfa 
Court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed,  as  we  are  all  of  opinio 
that  the  defendants  were  justified  in  what  they  did.  ] 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  question  involves  an 
general  principle.  It  is  a  matter  of  positive  law  whetbc 
a  mere  touch  is  to  constitute  an  arrest  or  not  It  migh 
have  been  reasonably  prescribed  either  that  it  should  o 
should  not  be  necessary  to  an  arrest  that  there  ahoul 
be  a  possession  of  the  person.  But  probably  the  reasoi 
which  led  to  the  laying  down  of  the  law  as  it  stands  wa 
that  it  was  thought  desirable  to  avoid  unnecessary  vio 
lence ;  and  therefore  it  was  determined  that,  if  the  office 
was  near  enough  to  the  debtor  to  touch  him,  it  was  th( 
duty  of  the  debtor  to  submit ;  and  this  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  conflict.     I  may  remark  parenthetically 

(a)  1  Ventr,  306. 
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that  what  the  law  of  England  most  aims  at  is  the  pre-  [1859. J 
servation  of  peace.  It  will  not  allow  a  man  to  take  sandom 
forcible  possession  of  even  his  own  property.  But,  jeIVw 
whatever  be  the  reason,  the  law  is  that,  if  the  officer  is 
near  enough  to  the  debtor  to  touch  him,  and  does  touch 
him,  and  gives  him  notice  of  the  writ,  it  is  an  arrest  I  can 
well  understand  the  reason  for  its  being  so  held.  There 
may  be  an  apparent  incongruity  when  the  contact  takes 
place  under  circumstances  which  preclude  the  possibility 
of  an  actual  seizure,  like  the  case  of  a  wall  intervening,  as 
between  Pyramus  and  Thishe^  but  with  the  possibility,  not 
merely  of  a  whisper,  but  of  a  touch.  Where,  however, 
the  debtor  is  actually  in  a  house  which  is  watched,  so  that 
he  cannot  get  away,  there  is  no  absurdity  in  saying  that 
a  touch  shall  constitute  an  arrest.  What  then  is  there 
in  the  present  case  to  defeat  the  justification?  It  is 
admitted  that,  if  the  officer  finds  the  house  door  open 
and  gets  into  the  house,  he  may  by  doing  so  effect  the 
arrest.  If,  then,  the  door  be  so  far  open,  or  there  be  a 
window  so  broken,  as  to  admit  of  the  officer  touching  the 
debtor,  the  officer  may  effect  the  arrest  by  so  touching. 

Williams  J.  I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  Put- 
ting all  the  facts  of  the  case  together,  there  was  a  lawful 
arrest  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  it  has  always  been  as- 
sumed that  touching  the  person  constitutes  an  arrest 
Then  the  question  is,  only,  whether  here  it  was  illegal 
to  touch  the  person.  The  aperture  in  the  window  en- 
abled the  otBcer  to  do  so:  he  had  a  right  to  avail  himself 
of  the  window  being  in  part  open. 

Crowder  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  laid 
down  by  Holt  C.  J.,  and  the  other  Judges,  in  Genner 

3  p  2 
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':^><^.'      ^'  -^^p^rrhM  'a',  that  a  mens  conch 

"J^^  j^  "^  tho«ifh  die  pcrtj  be  hoc  aenail j  raisezL.     T^kb.  «ib  ib 

^^^       «tit»elfle^?'TIiep«e  of 'gw  »  iw  !n»m  b 

die  ofleerwiio  j"if  ht*^  ;  nor  (fid  he 

pot  hk  bflod  in* 


^TLLMM  J.     I  am  of  the  aooDe  ayniiWL 
pfonooiiced  bj  Aft  C  JL-  and  die 
Gemmer  r.  Spmris^aj  m quite  anffirirnt  lk> 
The  6di  ▼olome  of  Mmierm,  BtpmiM^  m  viudi  tksft 
feood,  k  a  book  of  aocboiUT. 


BftAJrwEiXy  R  I  am  of  die  aame  opinion:  bat  I 
to  guard  myself  apuotH  beiog  imnwed  to  laj  it  dovi 
tbat  tbe  iheriff  woold  be  liable  to  an  escape  where  tJtu 
olBeer  had  been  unable  to  do  more  than  touch  tbe  dditor 
The  capiore  mi^t  be  good  as  against  the  debtor  ai 
as  to  predode  him  from  aajing  that  he  had  not  beei 
arrested,  and  yet  not  complete  so  as  to  make  the  sherii 
liable  far  an  escape.  Bot,  according  to  my  yiew,  the 
case  of  Aga  KtarbooUe  Mahomed  t.  The  Qiteem  (6)  ia  i 
decisiTe  aatbority  to  shew  that  the  oflBcer  was  here  justi- 
fied in  breaking  open  tbe  outer  door  after  he  had  touched 
the  debtor ;  for  I  cannot  distinguish  between  a  right  tc 
enter  after  haying  been  thrust  out,  and  a  right  to  entei 
for  tbe  purpose  of  taking  a  party  abready  arrested.  It 
may  possibly  be  that,  in  some  sense,  the  arrest  could  not 
be  completed  till  the  officer  had  that  corporeal  controul 
which  Mr.  Powell  maintains  to  be  essential ;  I  wish  not 
to  be  understood  as  asserting  that  the  sheriff  would  have 
been  liable  for  an  escape  if  the  debtor  had  got  awaj 
after  he  had  merely  been  touched. 

Judgment  aflSrmed 

(fl)  6  Mod.  173.     S,  C.  I  SaUu  79.         (6)  4  Moor^i  P.  C,  C.  239. 
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1858. 


The  Queen  against  Sir  John  William  Kamsden,  f^^y> 

Bart. 

INDICTMENT  fur  non-repair  of  a  road.    The  second  The  lUnUtj 
to  repair  a 

count  charged  that,  ''from  the  time  whereof  the  highway ra- 

^  .  ^       ,  -t  1   tione  cuusaraB 

memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  there  was  and  ig  in  the  occu- 
yet  is  a  certain  common  and  ancient  Queen's  highway,"  fiJ^Ssindowd- 
called  &c.,  «'  situate  in  the  parish  oi  Huddersfieldy''  **  used  °^Ve°r,^ 
hy  and  for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the  **'^p®'"' »^  j 
Queen  and  her  predecessors,  with  their  horses,  coaches,  *nd  sembu^  per 
carts  and  other  carriages,  to  go,  return,  pass  and  repass,"  such  liabilitj 

does  not  ac« 

&c.,  ^*at  their  free  will  and  pleasure:"  that  800  yards  of  cme  where 
the  said  highway  (specifying  the  part)  was  very  ruinous,  highway  is  not 
&c.,  and  in  great  decay  for  want  of  due  reparation  and  ©TwhewTthe 
amendment,  so  that  the  liege  subjects  &c.  could  not  |^JjJ^^|,ij°^ 
go,  return,  pass  and  repass,  &c.,  as  they  ought  and  were  ?J**j'  ***^**'^® 
wont  and  accustomed  to  do,  without  danger  and  damage :  "8«i  fo*"  p*s- 
that  the  defendant,  "  being  the  owner  of  certain  lands 
in  the  parish  aforesaid,  lying  and  being  on   both  the 
north  and  south  sides,  and  running  along  the  sides  of 
and  adjoining  the  said  last  mentioned  Queen's  common 
highway,  by  reason  of  his  having,  before"  &c,  "  wholly 
inclosed  and  fenced  off  his  land  adjoining  and  running 
parallel"  with  the  said  highway,  on  the  north  side,  and 
along  that  part  which  was  out  of  repair,  **  and  havings 
before"  &c.,  '^  on  the  south  side  of  the  said  last  men- 
tioned Queen's  highway,  inclosed  and  fenced  off  his  land 
adjoining  and  running  parallel   with  the  same"  to  the 
extent  of  400  yards  of  the  part  which  was  out  of  repair 
(<^  the  remaining  400  yards"  out  of  repair  on  the  south 
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1858.        ^^  ^  adjoining  on  a  deep  precipice,  fecming  a  natiir 
barrier  from  the  land"  of  the  defendant  '^oa  that 


Raimdcv. 


Jl,v—  **  ^'"^  ^  ^'^^  extent  and  thereby,  having  preveutsd  Hi 
Ma}eAj*3  liege  mbjects,  with  their  haises»  coaches,'*  &c 
**  from  goin^  retnmin^"  &c.,  **  throng  and  along  tl 
lands  adjacent  to"  the  said  highway,  ''while  they  wei 
ao  as  last  aforesaid  fbundrooa  and  ont  of  repair,^  &c 
^  and  by  continuing  to  keep*'  the  said  lands  so  ac^inin 
inclosed,  ^  onght  to  repair  and  amend  that  port"  of  tii 
said  highway  ''when  and  so  often  as  there  shall  l 
occasion  :^  and  that  the  defendant  had  not  done  sol 

Plea.     Not  gnilty. 

The  first  coont,  which  charged  the  defendant  wit 
liability  to  repair  ^  by  reason  of  his  tenure  of  certai 
lands  and  tenements'*  in  the  said  parish,  on  both  sidi 
of  the  said  highway,  was  abandoned  at  the  triaL 

On  the  trial,  before  Martin  R,  at  the  last  Sprii^  Assizi 
for  Yarkskire,  it  appeared  that  the  road  in  qnestioo  ws 
not  an  immemorial  highway,  as  averred  in  the  indie 
ment:  but  that,  in  1789,  by  the  Huddersfield  Inclosui 
Award,  the  land  on  each  side  of  the  road  (described  i 
the  award  as  a  pablic  road)  was  allotted  to  Sir  Joh 
Ramiden^  the  defendant  s  ancestor.  The  Incloeure  A< 
under  which  the  award  was  made,  and  in  which  th 
road  was  set  out,  authorized  persons  to  whom  Ian 
should  be  allotted  to  inclose  such  land.  The  land  o 
each  side  of  the  road  was  accordingly  inclosed  and  bui: 
upon,  and  was,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  indictroen 
occupied  by  tenants  of  the  defendant,  the  present  ownc 
of  the  land.  The  dedication  of  the  road  was  admittec 
Evidence  was  given  that  in  the  course  of  185  3*ards  < 
the  800  indicted  it  would  have  been  possible  for  carts  t 
break  out  of  the  road  and  pass  over  the  land  adjoininj 
but  on  the  north  side  only.     No  inclosurc  had  bee 
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made  to  the  extent  of  the  185  yards  till  fifteen  or  twenty        i858. 
years  ago.     The  jury,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to    The  Qubeh 
them  by  the  learned  Judge,  found  that  there  was  not, 
substantially  and  bene6cially,  any  enjoyment,  by  the 
public,  of  the  right  of  using  the  land  at  the  side  of  the 
road,  when  the  road  was  out  of  repair. 

The  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, with  leave  to  the  prosecutor  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  (^rown  on  the  said  second  count  as  to 
185  yards  of  the  highway. 

Hugh  Hilly  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  Nisi 
accordingly,  <*on  the  ground  that  the  facts  proved  and 
admitted  at  the  trial  proved  the  liability  to  repair  as  to 
that  extent  of  the  highway." 

In  this  Vacation  (a), 

Atherton  and  deasby  shewed  cause.  PashUy  and 
Malcolm  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  follow- 
ing authorities  were  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument: 
Com,  Dig.  Chimin  (A  4.);  Rex  v.  Stoughton  (b)\  Sir 
Edward  DuncomVs  Case  (c) ;  Regina  v.  Turweston  (d) ; 
4  Bac.  Ab,  225  (7th  ed.).  Highways  (E)  ;  I  Russell  On 
Crimes f  p.  358.  (3d  ed.) ;  Rex  v.  Flecknow  {e) ;  Hawkins's 
Pleas  of  the  Crown,  Book  I.  c.  76.  s.  6.  (vol.  2.  p.  155. 
7lh  ed.);  Chittys  Criminal  Law,  vol.  III.  p.  567  a.; 
Taylor  v.  fFhitehead  (g) ;  Rex  v.  Sutton  (h);  Regina  v. 
The  Tithing  of  fVestmark  {i)\  Rex  v.  St.  Giles,  Cam'- 
bridge  (A) ;   Wellbeloved  On  the  Law  of  Highways,  p.  90. 

(a)  June  14th  and  15th.     Before  Erh  and  Crompton  Js. 

(6)  2  Saund,  157. 

(e)  Cro.  Car.  366.  S,  C.  1  RoU.  Abr.  390,  10.  Chimin  Comnum  (A)  1. 

(rf)  16  Q.  B.  109.  (e)  1  Bwr.  461. 

(g)  2  Doug.  745.  (A)  3  A.  ^  B.  697. 

(i)  2  Moo.  ^  R.  305.  (k)  5  AL  (r  S.  260. 
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1353  The  nature  of  the  arguments  appears  sufficientlj  fixM 

The  Qu>E>     the  judgment 
^   ^'  Cur,  adv.  vul 

The  learned  Judges  now  delivered  judgment  seriatin 
as  follows. 

Erle  J.  This  indictment  is  for  non-repair  of  an  in 
memorial  highway,  charging  the  defendant  to  be  liabl 
by  reason  of  inclosure  of  adjoining  land  of  which  he  i 
the  owner.  The  evidence  was  that  the  way  in  questio 
was  dedicated  within  time  of  memory,  and  was  not  im 
memorial ;  that  the  defendant  was  not  the  occupier  c 
the  inclosed  adjoining  land.  That  for  180  yards  out  c 
the  800  which  were  indicted  it  was  possible  for  carts  t 
break  out  on  one  side ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  ths 
this  adjoining  land  had  been  actually  so  used ;  and  th 
jury  found  that  there  never  was,  substantially  and  bene 
iicially,  any  enjoyment  of  the  right  of  breaking  out  ove 
the  residue  of  the  line.  The  verdict  was  entered  for  th 
defendant :  and,  on  a  rule  to  enter  it  for  the  Crown^  i 
has  been  contended  that,  if  adjoining  land  is  inclosed  oi 
either  side  of  a  highway  dedicated  within  time  of  memor] 
the  owner  of  such  land,  although  not  the  occupier,  ant 
although  the  land  so  inclosed  is  not  shewn  to  have  beei 

■ 

ever  used  for  the  purpose  of  passage,  is  bound  to  repiu 
the  adjoining  highway.  On  the  other  hand,  for  the  dc 
fendant,  it  was  contended  that  this  duty  of  repair  arise 
only  when  the  land  inclosed  has  been  used  for  passage  an< 
become  a  part  of  the  highway ;  so  that  the  duty  is  creates 
by  reason  of  encroachment  on  the  highway,  and  not  by  \ 
lawful  inclosure :  also,  that  the  highway  ought  to  be  im 
memorial :  and  the  party  charged  ought  to  be  the  occupiei 
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The  authorities  cited  support  the  defendant's  case.  1858. 
Sir  Edward  DuncomVa  Case,  Cro,  Car.  366.,  affords  the  The  Quesn 
only  instance  of  a  conviction  on  this  liability  which  has  sulmsuvbi, 
been  cited :  and,  as  all  the  dicta  of  Judges  and  passages 
in  digests  and  treatises  are  founded  on  this  case,  it  ought 
to  be  carefully  examined.  The  indictment  charged  that 
he  had  inclosed  lands  on  both  sides  of  an  ancient  high- 
way, whereby  he  had  straitened  it,  and  it  had  become 
foundrous,  whereas  by  law  he  ought  to  have  made  it  a 
sufficient  way.  The  evidence  shewed  that  the  way 
inclosed  was  four  yards  wide:  that  defendant  had  made 
a  good  causeway  for  horsemen,  yet  carts  and  coaches 
could  not  pass  nor  meet  for  strait ness  thereof,  nor  might 
go  beside  the  way.  It  was  held  that  he  was  bound  to 
repair.  We  gather,  from  the  abstract  of  the  indictment 
mentioning  an  ancient  way,  that  it  was  charged  to  be 
immemorial ;  and,  from  the  charge  that  the  defendant 
had  straitened  it,  we  gather  that  he  had  encroached  on 
land  used  for  passage ;  and  the  more  so  as  the  evidence 
shewed  that  carts  and  carriages  could  not  pass  or  meet 
because  it  was  so  strait,  though  it  was  better  for  horses 
than  before. 

That  this  view  of  the  effect  of  the  report  in  Croke  is 
correct  appears  from  the  statement  of  the  same  case  in 
1  Roll.  Ah.  390.  Chimin  Common  (A.)  :  *^  Si  la  soit  un 
common  chimin  pur  touts  les  subjects  le  Roy  et  ad  estre 
use  temps  dont  memorie  que  quant  le  chimin  ad  estre 
founderous,  les  subjects  le  Roy  dont  use  daler  per  out- 
letts  sur  le  terre  prochein  adjoynant,  le  chimyn  gisant  en 
le  open  field  nemy  enclose,  ceux  outlets  sont  parcell  de 
chimyn,  car  les  subjects  le  Roy  doint  aver  un  bon 
passage,  et  le  bon  passage  est  le  chimin,  et  nemy  solement 
le  beaten  tracke."  "  Trin,  10  Car.  B.  R.  per  Curiam  sur 
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1858.  un  try  all  al  barr  sur  un  information  vers  Sir  Edward  Du\ 
The  QuKBN  combeJ'^  See  also  Ibid  (B):  "  Qui  doit  ceo  repaire.  1.  I 
la  soit  un  common  alt  cbimjn  qui  ad  estre  use  teni] 
dont  memories  &c.  destre  repaire  per  le  pais,  et  pu 
J.  S.  que  ad  terre  nemj  enclose  prochcin  adjoyoant 
alt  chimjn  d'ambideux  sides  del  chimyn,  et  il  par  so 
singular  profit  enclose  son  terre  d'ambideux  sides  '. 
chimyn  per  hedge  &  ditch,  il  per  ceo  ad  empri 
enapres  sur  luy  le  reparation  del  cbimyn,  &  ad  free  I 
paies  del  reparation  de  ceo,  issint  que  il  mesme  too 
temps  aprcs  quant  serra  besoigne  doit  ceo  repaire 
TWn.  10  Car.  B.  K.  en  un  information  vers  Sir  Edvxa 
Duncombe  resolve  per  Curiam  sur  evidence  al  bar  si 
tiel  information,  &  n*est  sufficient  pur  luy  a  £ure  I 
chimin  tam  bon  come  fuit  al  temps  de  son  enclosur 
mes  doit  faire  ceo  un  perfect  bon  chimin  sans  aiai 
ascun  respect  al  chimin  come  fuit  al  temps  del  enck 
sure,  &  donque  fuit  dit  que  ceo  fuit  issint  resolve  pc 
touts  les  justices  6  Jac.  &  19  Jac.  car  quant  le  chimi 
gisoit  en  le  open  fields,  nemy  enclose  les  subjects  le  Ro 
soloint  quant  le  chimyn  fuit  male  ou  founderous  dalei 
pur  lour  melior  passage,  sur  les  fields  adjoynant,  hoi 
del  common  tract  del  chimin,  le  quel  libertie  est  toll  pc 
rinclosure.*'  This  report  states  that  the  way  vras  ioimc 
morial,  and  that  the  adjoining  land  had  been  actuall 
used  immemorially  for  passage  before  the  inclosun 
Then  follows  placitum  (B)  2.:  "Un  owner  de  terre  qi 
n'est  Toccupier  de  ceo,  ne  poet  estre  charge  a  repain 
un  common  chimin,  mes  solmen  le  occupier.  HUL  1 
Car.  B.  R.  en  un  Forsters  Case^*  &c.  As  this  placitui 
follows  that  relating  to  liability  by  reason  of  inclosure, 
think  it  relates  to  the  same  liability,  and  shews  that  tfa 
present  defendant  is  not  liable. 


il 


XXII.  VICTORIA.  955 

In  Rex  V.  Stoughton{a)  Stoughtan  was  indicted  on  1858. 
the  same  liability;  and  the  indictment  charges  that  xhe  Queen 
a  certain  common  highway  in  Stohe^  **  being  from  time  r^ Jbdeh. 
whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  a 
common  King's  highway,"  was  oat  of  repair,  and  that 
defendant  ought  to  repair  it  by  reason  of  the  tenure  of 
certain  lands  on  the  west  side  of  the  said  highway,  by 
him  the  said  defendant  inclosed  and  encroached  from 
the  said  highway,  and  continued  by  him  to  be  inclosed 
and  encroached  since,  *^  which  said  land  so  as  aforesaid 
inclosed  and  encroached,  for  the  whole  time  aforesaid'' 
*'  was  parcel  of  the  said  common  King's  highway."  The 
judgment  was  for  the  defendant,  on  demurrer  to  his  plea 
on  a  point  now  irrelevant ;  but  the  precedent  is  strong 
to  shew  that  the  liability  was  supposed  to  attach  only 
to  immemorial  highways,  and  only  in  respect  of  land 
inclosed  which  was  parcel  of  the  highway:  and,  as  it 
alleges  that  the  defendant  encroached  and  continued 
the  encroachment,  he  was  probably  charged  as  occupier. 

In  Rex  V.  Flecknow  {b)  the  parish  was  indicted,  and 
pleaded  that  Watson^  by  reason  of  the  tenure  of  lands 
inclosed  by  him,  ought  to  repair ;  and  the  prosecutor 
replied  that  this  land  was  inclosed  under  an  inclosure 
Act,  and  that  Watson  was  allottee  of  an  allotment, 
and  therefore  made  the  inclosure:  and  it  was  decided 
that,  as  Watson  had  a  lawful  right  to  inclose,  he  in- 
curred no  liability  to  repair  by  reason  of  doing  so. 
The  principle  of  this  decision  may  probably  be  held  to 
apply  to  the  present  defendant;  because  the  evidence 
here  is  consistent  with  the  supposition  that  he  or  those 
under  whom  he  claims  dedicated  so  much  land  as  is 

(a)  l  Sound,  157.  (6)  1  Burr.  461. 
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185S.        osed  for  passage,  and  do  more,  and  had  lawfbl  ri^t  I 

ThtQvm~  build  on  the  land  adjoinuig,  and  may  have  granted  th 

Bamsdes      highway  for  the  porpoae  and  with   the  intention  < 

inclosing  it,  by  boildii^  in  an  adjoining  land ;  whic 

wonid  be  lawful,  according  to  daily  experience. 

These  are  the  only  cases  cited  on  the  subject.  Th 
passage  from  RaUe  has  been  often  repeated ;  but  the  lai 
is  not  altered  by  repetition. 

It  foUows  that  the  present  rule  for  entering  the  Terdic 
for  the  Crown  should  be  dischaiged ;  in  my  o|nnioii,  o 
each  of  the  three  grounds  above  mentioned,  viz.,  becaus 
the  highway  is  not  immemorial,  and  because  the  lani 
inclosed  is  not  shewn  to  have  been  used  for  paas^ 
and  because  the  defendant  is  not  the  occupier  of  thi 
land. 

Cbompton  J.  I  agree  with  my  brother  Erk  that  thi 
rule  should  be  discharged.  The  defendant  is  chaigie 
with  the  non-repair  of  a  road,  ratione  clausurae^  in  respei 
of  certain  land  whereof  he  is  owner,  but  not  occupiei 
There  seems  to  be  neither  precedent  nor  authority  fi: 
charging  the  owner,  not  being  the  occupier,  in  respe< 
of  such  liability :  and  the  only  authority  from  RoBe 
Abridgmenty  which  has  been  stated  at  length  by  m 
brother  Erle^  is  strongly  against  the  mere  owner  bein 
chargeable.  It  was  said,  indeed,  by  Mr.  Pashky,  thi 
we  ought  to  construe  the  passage  from  Rone's  Abridgmei 
as  applying  to  a  liability  ratione  tenurae :  but  it  imm< 
diately  follows  the  placituro  as  to  the  law  in  respect  f 
liability  ratione  clausurse ;  and  it  seems  particularly  a[ 
plicable  to  such  a  liability,  which  may  be  put  an  end  ! 
by  the  person  in  occupation,  who  has  the  poasessoi 
right,  throwing  down  the  inclosure.     I  think,  also,  thj 
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there  is  strong  reason  for  supposing  that  the  liability        1858. 

rationc  clausurae  does  not  arise  in  a  case  like  the  present,    The  Queen 

where  the  origin  of  the  road  is  by  modem  dedication,      iumsdkh. 

and  where,  from  the  circumstances  of  the  origin  of  the 

road  and  the  nature  of  the  property,  such  dedication 

may  reasonably  be  presumed  to  have  been  to  the  extent 

of  the  road  only  as  laid  out,  excluding  any  right  to  go 

on    the    land    adjoining,   which    seems   to  have   been 

intended  for  the  building  of  houses.     It  would  appear 

strange  to  apply  the  general  rule  of  the  liability  arising 

from  the  inclosure  of  open  fields  to  the  case  of  a  person 

laying  out  a  street  and  building  houses  along  it,  when 

the  object  of  opening  the  street  is  for  the  purpose  of  the 

houses  being  built  on  the  side.     In  such  case  the  way 

may  perhaps  be  said  to  be  dedicated  only  so  far  as  that 

the  public  are  to  use  the  place  marked  out ;  and  it  would 

seem  strange  to  say  that,  if  that  were  out  of  repair,  the 

houses  might  be  pulled  down.     There  was,  however,  in 

the  present  case,  no  finding  as  to  such  limited  dedication ; 

and  it  is  sufficient  for  the  decision  of  this  case  to  say 

that  I  do  not  think  that  we  ought  to  extend  the  liability 

so  as  to  make  it  apply  to  the  case  of  owners,  where 

neither  the  precedents  nor  authorities  apply  to  the  case 

of  owners,  but  seem  confined  to  that  of  the  occupiers  of 

the  lands. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  dischaiged. 


&.>8 
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Peek  against  The  North  Staffordshire  Rail 

way  Company. 


rf       A  CTION  for  negligence.  The  declaration  stated  thai 
die  defendants  being  common  carriers  for  hire,  tb 


fer  carriage;  and,  in  answer  to  inquiries  bj  defeodinti  i 

tW  MirMgi  vere  to  be  carried,  wrote  to  defendants,  ioqairior  tl 

.*     Afterward^  one  IT.,  on  behalf  of  the  agent,  had  an  lote 

mSsxmtd  htai  of  their  diarges  for  carrjiog  marbles  antmarE 

A  priaied  aocice  of  conditions  had  been  prerionslj  sent  to  tl 

Vv  the  ^fcaHili      One  of  the  cooditiotts  was  ** that  the  Company  shall  ool  1 

kas  of  V  iafvy  to  ay  Birhles"  "  unleH  declared  and  insored  aeooidii 

■%  after  the  iaterriew,  and  after  the  conditions  had  been  sent  to  tl 

■vate  to  dsfcadMU.  signing  on  behalf  of  the  agents,  **  Please  tolbnra 

of  ■arhlf.  not  iasnred,  as  directed,  to**  &c.     The  marbles  were  forward 

were  damaged,  without  wilful  negUfsnoe 
common  carriers,  for  the  damage.  l)efendai 
oAcr  thiBgs:  4,  that  the  marbles  were  deKvered  under  a  special  cootm 
hf  the  aiiam  delivoiag  them  (seCtinr  ont  the  contract  in  the  terms  of  the  pristi 
i),  aad  that  Aey  were  not  dedarra  or  insured  &c ;  5,  that  the  marbles  vc 
lahftct  to  a  riaioiMB  condition  (setting  out  the  printed  condition  as  befoi 
hf  defrndants,  and  assented  to  hr  pUintiC  uhI  that  they  were  not  declared 
d&c  The  Jndge,  at  the  trial.  heM  the  condition  to  be  reasonable. 
HeU.  hf  theCoart  of  Q.  B.  (Lord  CmmpbeU  C.  J.  and  Crxmptom  J.,  diaseotiente  ErkJ 
1.  That  iK^  letter  did  not,  upon  the  free  of  it,  amount  to  a  **  special  contract**  to  the  eft 
seated  in  pka  4,  within  the  4tt  proriso  of  sect  7  of  The  Railway  Traffic  and  Canal  A« 
17  &  IS  fkt,  c  31. :  that  oral  eridence  waa  not  admissible  to  ^ew  that  the  words  **! 
■Bsared"  aaast  hare  been  intended  bj  plaintiff  to  refer  to  the  printed  conditions  of  t 
Coasfcnj  with  respect  to  oninsared  marbles :  and  that  therefore  the  4th  plea  was  o 
pewed.  t.  That  the  condition  in  the  6th  plea  mentioned  could  be  binding  only  as 
special  c^onttact  with  respect  to  receiring,  fbnrarding,  and  delivering  goods,  and  thereHo 
i««|aired  to  be  signed,  undiier  the  4th  proviso  in  sect.  7,  oy  the  owner  or  the  person  deliTeriai 
that  the  5th  plea  was  therefore  bad,  and  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment  on  it :  and,  farth 
that,  as  there  was  no  binding  assent,  as  alleged,  by  the  plaintiff  to  such  condition,  plaini 
was  entitled  to  the  verdict  on  that  plea  also.     Judgment  tor  the  plaintiff. 

Held,  l^  the  Exche<iiier  Chamber  {PbUuek  C.  B.,  Aforlia  B.,  fTaUon  B^  Chaaad 
and  WUks  J.,  dissentiante  WiUiaau  J.),  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Q.  B.  at 
the  4th  plea  (the  5th  having  been  abandoned  on  argument),  that  the  4th  proviso,  as  to  ligs 
special  contracts,  in  sect.  7  of  stat.  17  &  18  VieL  c.  31.,  referred  to  cootracu  of  the  ni 
kmd  as  those  mentioned  in  sect.  6  of  the  Carriers  Act,  11  C  4  &  1  IT.  4.  e.  68. 

That  the  letter  of  IT.,  signed  on  behalf  of  the  persons  delivering  the  goods,  coupled  wi 
the  forwarding  of  the  marbles  in  pursuance  of  that  letter,  constituted  a  sufficient  spec 
contract  in  the  fortn  prescribed  bv  the  4th  proriso  in  sect.  7  of  stat.  1 7  &  18  Fict.  c.  31. 
That  that  letter  might  be  read  with  reference  to  the  other  correspondence  and  evidei 
giren  at  the  trial : 

And  that,  so  read,  or  read  either  by  itself,  or  according  to  the  ordinary  understanding 
language  used  between  carriers  and  tneir  customers,  or  with  reference  to  the  gencril  pi 
visions  of  the  Carriers  Act,  the  terms  of  the  contract  were  those  alleged  in  the  plea ;  a 
that  the  4th  plea  was  therefore  proved. 
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plaintiff  delivered  to  them,  as  such  common  carriers,  three 
marble  chimney  pieces^  to  be  carried  from  Stoke  upon 
Trent  to  London^  and  that  the  defendants  so  negligently 
carried  the  same  that  they  were  greatly  damaged. 

Fourth  plea  :  That  the  goods  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned were  delivered  to  and  received  by  the  defend- 
ants, to  be  carried,  after  the  passing  of  The  Railway 
and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  1854,  and  under  and  subject  to 
a  certain  special  contract  in  that  behalf,  signed  by  one 
George  Whittingham  for  and  on  account  of  one  Charles 
Meighj  who  was  the  person  delivering  the  said  goods  to 
the  defendants  for  carriage,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that 
the  defendants  should  not  be  responsible  for  the  loss  or 
injury  to  marbles  unless  declared  and  insured  according 
to  their  value :  and  that  the  goods  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  were  marbles;  and  that  the  same  were  not, 
nor  was  any  part  of  the  same,  declared  or  insured  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  said  agree- 
ment. 

Fifth  plea :  That  the  said  goods  were  delivered  and 
received,  after  the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  under  and 
subject  to  a  certain  just  and  reasonable  condition,  made 
by  the  defendants  and  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff,  with 
respect  to  the  receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering  the 
said  goods ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  defendants  should 
not  nor  would  be  responsible  for  the  loss  or  injury  to 
marblo^  unless  declared  and  insured  according  to  their 
value.  That  the  goods  were  marbles,  and  were  not,  nor 
was  any  part  thereof,  declared  or  insured  according  to 
their  value. 

Issue  on  both  pleas  (a). 


1858. 
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North 
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Company. 


(a)  There  was  also  a  plea,  traversing  the  bailment  as  alleged,  which  was 
not  referred  to  in  the  argument  in  the  Q.  B.    See  pp.  987,  990,  996. 


960 


TRINITY  VACATION. 


1858. 


Peek. 

▼. 
North 

Stafford- 
shire 
Railway 

Company. 


The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  Erie  J;  at  tl 
Sittings  in  London  after  Hilary  Term,  1858,  when  U 
following  evidence  was  given. 

The  plain  tiffy  in  «/tJy,  1857,  was  the  owner  of  thn 
marble  mantel  pieces  in  Staffordshire;  and  a  Mr.  Meiji 
of  Hardey  in  that  county,  had  instructions  from  him  ( 
forward  the  same  to  London  on  his  behalf  by  the  defeiK 
ants'  railway.  The  defendants  had  a  station  at  SUh 
upon  Trenty  in  Staffordehire ;  and  Mr.  Meigh  was  in  tl 
habit  of  delivering  goods  to  the  defendants  at  thi 
station  to  be  carried  to  London,  On  the  30th  June  an 
20th  Juhf,  1857>  printed  notices  were  delivered  by  tb 
defendants  to  Mr.  Meigh^  which  commenced  as  fbllowa 

**  The  North  Staffordshire  Railway  hereby  give  node 
that  they  will  receive,  forward  and  deliver  goods  solel 
subject  to  the  conditions  hereinunder  stated.'*  Amon 
the  conditions  so  referred  to  was  the  following,  whic 
was  printed  on  the  same  paper  under  the  above  notice 

'^  That  the  Company  shall  not  be  responsible  for  tl 
loss  of  or  injury  to  any  marbles,  musical  instrument 
furniture,  toys  or  other  articles  which,  from  their  bri 
tlcness,  fitigility,  delicacy  or  liability  to  ignition,  ai 
more  than  ordinarily  hazardous,  unless  declared  an 
insured  according  to  their  value." 

In  the  beginning  of  July,  1857,  Mr.  Meigh  gave  d 
rections  to  a  carter  of  the  defendants  to  call  for  U 
marble  chimney  pieces,  which  were  then  at  Mr.  Meigl 
house,  at  Streeton,  in  Staffordshire^  and  to  convey  the 
to  the  defendants'  station  at  Stoke;  and  at  the  sao 
time  he  desired  the  carter  to  inquire  at  the  station  wh 
the  insurance  would  be.  The  carter  in  consequeni 
went  to  Mr.  MeigVs  house,  where  a  Mr.  WhiUinghax 
on  Mr.  MeigKs  behalf,  had  assisted  in  packing  tl 
chimney  pieces.     They  were  then  taken  by  the  cart 
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to  the  Company's  station  at  Stoke,  and  placed  in  the 
goods  warehouse  of  the  Company.  No  forwarding  note 
was  delivered  with  the  goods;  but  they  were  addressed 
to  the  plaintiff,  **  Camden  Station,  London,  to  be  left  till 
called  for." 

In  pursuance  of  Mr.  MeigKs  directions,  the  carter 
inquired  of  Mr.  Corden,  the  defendants'  head  clerk  of 
the  goods  station  at  Stoke,  what  would  be  the  insurance 
of  the  goods,  and  was  told  by  him  that  he  did  not  know 
*  unless  the  value  of  them  was  stated.  The  carter  com- 
municated this  on  the  following  day  to  Mr.  Meigh.  A 
day  or  two  afterwards,  Mr.  Corden  wrote  to  Mr.  Meigh, 
referring  to  the  goods  which  had  been  sent  and  the 
message  delivered  by  the  carter,  stating  that  the  amount 
of  insurance  depended  on  the  value  of  the  goods,  and 
requesting  to  know  for  what  amount  the  marbles  were 
to  be  insured.  The  bearer  of  this  note  was  told  that 
Mr.  Meigh  was  in  Liverpool,  and  that  instructions  should 
be  sent  A  servant  of  the  Company  called  repeatedly 
for  an  answer  to  this  note,  but  did  not  obtain  any. 

On  10th  Jtdy,  1857,  the  following  note  was  written 
and  sent  to  Mr.  Corden  at  the  Stoke  Station  cm  behalf  of 
Mr.  Meiglu 

*^  Old  HaU  Manufactory,  Hanky, 
**  Staffordshire,  10th  July  1857. 
*'  Mr.  Corden.    Dear  Sir, 

^^  Please  inform  us,  as  early  as  possible,  what  is  your 
.  rate  of  insurance  on  marble,  and  we  will  give  you  an 
answer  to  your  inquiries  respecting  the  packages  deli- 
vered to  you  on  receipt  of  your  reply ;  and  oblige 

"  Yours  truly, 
«  Rate  per  cent.  "  for  C  Meigh  8f  Son, 

"  Geo.  Harding.*' 
E.  B.  &  B.  3  a 


1858. 
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Om  ;ke  icccipc  of  this  note  Mr.  Carden  went  to  Mi 
's  pfaoe  of  bosincaHiy  and  saw  his  son;  and  toldbir 
the  Tskie  of  the  goods  was  declared,  he  cool 
ace  c^  hoi  die  rate  of  insurance.  Mr.  MeigK%  so 
soced  zbas.  be  ccaU  not  tell  the  value. 

Cha  lldi  Jbb,  1857,  the  following  letter  was  Witte 
au  aeea  to  At  defendants  at  the  Stoie  Sution  on  behi 

'Old  Han  Manufactory^  Hankn 
'  Siaffordskirty  16th  July,  1857. 

Xirtk  Siaffordskire  Railway  Company, 


"^  Ya«  will  modi  oblige  by  sending  me  the  rates  ( 
'iiMMM,c  on  maiUesy  as  written  for  last  week. 

**  Yours  respectfully, 

•*  ppro  C  Meigh  §•  Son^ 

«  H.  HoUxabi' 

^  Oblige  me  by  inf(Nrming  me  per  bearer." 
To  this  letter  the  goods  manager  of  the  defeodao 
at  the  said  station  replied  as  follows. 

'Stoke  upon,  Trenty  16th  July,  1857. 
*^  Gentlemen, 

'  I  regret  that  there  has  been  a  misunderstanding  < 
reference  to  the  marble  which  you  wish  to  insure. 
desired  a  clerk  to  wait  upon  you  for  a  description  of  tt 
marble  and  its  Talue ;  and  I  understood  that  that  info 
matioD  would  be  furnished,  and  have  been  waiting  < 
receite  iL  It  is  necessary,  before  fixing  the  rate  of  ^ 
surance,  that  we  should  perfectly  understand  tbe  natoi 
and  the  amount  of  risk  that  we  are  about  to  undcrtv 
and  will  lose  no  time  in  getting  the  rate  of  insuraoc 
fixed,  when  you  oblige  me  with  thb  information. 
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believe  joti  have  already  been  informed  that  we  cannot 
insure  the  marble  beyond  London. 

"  I  am.  Gentlemen, 

"  Yours  very  respectfully, 

«  H.  T.  Miller.'' 
«  To  Messrs.  C.  Meigh  §•  Son,  Hanley^ 

No  reply  was  sent  to  this  letter:  and  nothing  further 
passed  until  28th«/u/y,  1857;  when  Mr.  JVhittinghamyOii 
behalf  of  Mr.  Meigh,  called  at  the  Stoke  Station  and  saw 
Mr.  Corden,  and  inquired  why  the  chimney  pieces  had 
not  been  forwarded  to  London.     Mr.  Corden  said  Mr. 
Meigh  was  perfectly  well  aware  why  they  had  not  been 
forwarded :  that  he  had  desired  they  should  be  insured, 
and  at  the  same  time  did  not  declare  the  value :  that 
Mr.  Meigh  had  been  repeatedly  waited  upon  and  asked 
to  declare  the  value ;  and  that  he  did  not  do  sa     Mr. 
Whittingham  said  the  marble  was  much  wanted,  and 
asked  Mr.  Corden  to  forward  it     Mr.  Corden  said  he 
could  not  unless  he  had  written  instructions  from  Mr. 
Meigh  as   to  whether  they  should   forward  it  at  Mr. 
MeigKs  risk  or  at  the  risk  of  the  Company,  insured  or 
uninsured:  that,   if  the   marble  was  forwarded  at  the 
uninsured  rate,  the  Company's  charge  would  be  55«.  a 
ton :  but,  if  Mr.  Meigh  chose  to  have  it  insured,  it  would 
be  ten  per  cent,  on  the  declared  value  in  addition.    Mr. 
Whittingham  said  he  would  see  into  the  matter. 

On   1st  August,  1857,  Mr.  Corden  received  the  fol- 
lowing note  from  Mr.  Whittingham  on  behalf  of  Mr. 

Meigh. 

^*  Hanley,  1st  Angust,  1857. 

"  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company,  Stoke. 

"  Gentlemen, 
"Please  to  forward  the  three  cases  of  marble,  not 

3  Q  2 
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insured,  as  directed,  to  W.  Peek  Esq.,  to  be  called  : 
the  Camden  Goods  Station,  London,  and  oblige 
"  Yours  respectfully, 

"  C.  Meiffh,  per  G.  Whittingi 
Od  the  same  evening  the  goods  were  sent  b^ 
defendants  and  invoiced  to  Mr.  Meigh  at  the  rate  ol 
per  ton,  which  was  the  uninsured  rate. 

The  goods  arrived  at  the  goods  station  at  Ca 
Town  OD  2d  Augutt,  1857;  but  no  petson  callei 
them:  and,  on  5th  At^utt,  1657,  the  following 
was  sent  to  the  plaintiff. 

"  London  and  North  Staffordshire  Raiboag  Comj 
"  Camden  Station,  Aygiuif  \9i 
"  W.  Piek  Esq. 

"  The  undermentioned  goods,  consigned  to  ;ou 
Stohe,  arrived  here  on  the  2d :  and  will  thank  yt 
order  their  removal  hence  aa  bood  as  possible,  as 
remain  here  at  your  risk. 

"  Your  obedient  Servant^ 

"/Vrf/OTtifr  Co.,  Ap 


B)Hdu  of  QhmIi. 

Uuki. 

'■•*"■ 

Rate. 

p^«. 

c 

3  Caseo  Uarbles 

1 

"■ 

0- 

11* 

557 

£& 

'*  When  you  send  for  the  above  goods  please  to 
this  note. 

"Notice.  The  directors  require  the  carriage 
paid  on  delivery,  unless  the  consignee  has  a  1 
account  with  the  Company." 

On  8lh  August,  1857,  the  plaintiff  sent  for  the  < 
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ney  pieces ;  when  it  was  found  that  they  had  received 
damage  from  wet,  and  that  rust  from  the  nails  of  the 
packages  had  soaked  through  the  cases  and  discoloured 
the  marble. 

Evidence  was  given,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  chimney  pieces  were  of  the  value  of  70L  each,  and 
that  the  damage  sustained  was  52L 

The  defendants  contended  that  they  were  not  liable, 
on  the  grounds :  first,  that  there  was  a  special  contract, 
signed  by  the  person  who  delivered  the  goods  to  the 
Company  for  carriage,  within  sect.  7  of  stat.  17  &  18 
Vict  c.  31.,  which  sustained  the  fourth  plea;  and,  se- 
condly, that  the  goods  were  received  subject  to  a  condi- 
tion, made  by  the  Company  and  assented  to  by  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  Company  should  not  be  responsible 
for  injury  to  the  goods  unless  the  same  were  insured 
according  to  their  value,  which  was  not  done ;  that  this 
was  a  reasonable  condition ;  and  that  the  fifth  plea  was 
proved. 

The  learned  Judge  held  that,  taking  the  facts  in  evi- 
dence into  consideration,  there  was  a  signed  special  con- 
tract which  protected  the  Company  fix)m  liability,  and 
that  the  condition  stated  in  the  fifth  plea  was  just  and 
reasonable,  and  that  the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas  were 
proved :  and  he  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendants  on  those  pleas,  reserving  leave  to  move  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  527. 

Hawkins^  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  52/.  on  the  following 
grounds :  ^*  first,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support 
the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas ;  second,  that  the  condition  men- 
tioned in  the  fourth  (a)  plea  was  not  a  just  or  reasonable 

(a)  Sic   Qu.  fifth  ? 
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coDdition  within  the  meaning  of  the  17th&  18th  Ftc 
thirds  that  the  said  condition  appears  on  the  &ce  c 
fourth  (a)  plea  to  be  an  unjust  and  uureasonable 
dition ;  fourth^  that  no  written  or  signed  contract 
cient  to  satisfy  the  said  statute  was  proved ;  fifth; 
the  fifth  plea  does  not  shew  any  such  contract ;  i 
that  the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas  are  bad  on  the 
thereof:  or  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered 
the  plaintiflT^  notwithstanding  the  verdict  found  fo: 
defendants  on  the  said  fourth  and  fifth  pleas." 


Phipsan,  in  last  Term  (&),  shewed  cause,  fin 
to  the  fourth  plea.  The  printed  notice  given  bj 
defendants  to  the  plainti£P,  taken  together  witl 
correspondence,  constitutes  a  special  contract  bet 
the  two  parties,  within  the  meaning  of  the  sti 
limiiing  the  liability  of  the  defendants  as  common 
riers.  It  is  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifi^ 
the  contract,  if  any,  is  not  "signed  by"  the  defem 
or  by  "  the  person  delivering"  the  goods,  as  require 
Stat  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  31.  s.  7.  But  the  letter  o 
Augusty  requesting  the  defendants  to  forward  the  ma 
*^  not  insured,"  is  signed  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  ii 
who  had  delivered  the  marbles  to  the  defendants, 
the  words  *^  not  insured*'  must  be  taken  in  conne 
with  the  printed  notice  previously  sent  to  Messrs.  A 
by  the  defendants.  The  letter,  therefore,  amounts 
direction  to  the  defendants  to  forward  the  marbles  i 
the  conditions  attached  by  the  notice  to  the  forwax 
of  uninsured  goods  of  that  description;  that  is,  a1 
owner's  risk.  [Crompton  J.  You  cannot  give  a^sp 
interpretation  to  the  words  "  not  insured,*'  if  the  1 


(a)  Sic.    Qu.  fifth  ? 


{b)  Jum€  9th. 
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itself  does  not  shew  that  the  words  are  used  with  refer- 
eDce  to  that  special  ioterpretatioo.]  It  is  clear,  upon 
the  evidence,  that  all  parties  knew  that  the  words  ^'  not 
insured^  had  that  meaning.  [^Coleridffe  J,  The  letter 
ought  to  shew,  either  directly  or  by  reference,  that  those 
words  were  intended  to  bear  that  meaning  in  that  par- 
ticular letter. J  The  words  '^not  insured**  have  a  latent 
ambiguity,  which  may  be  explained  by  evidence  dehors 
the  written  contract.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Is  it  a 
contract  at  all?  The  letter  has  nothing  to  shew  that  it 
is  connected  with  any  previous  documents  or  corre- 
spondence. Cromptan  J.  You  cannot  assume,  from 
the  mere  fact  that  the  parties  delivering  have  received 
the  printed  notice,  that  they  intend  that  their  subsequent 
letter  should  be  construed  by  reference  to  that  notice.] 
Evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  particular  words  in 
a  written  contract,  used  in  a  technical  sense.  [Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  But  you  are  seeking  to  introduce  oral 
evidence  of  a  particular  incident,  in  the  particular  con- 
tract, which  varies  the  clear  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
written  words :  that  is  not  admissible.] 

Next,  as  to  the  fifth  plea.  The  plaintiff  contends 
that  it  ought  to  have  appeared,  upon  that  plea,  that  the 
condition  there  set  out  was  in  writing,  and  signed  by 
the  plaintiff  or  the  party  delivering  the  goods  for  car- 
riage, according  to  the  provisions  of  section  7.  But  the 
fourth  proviso  relied  on  applies  only  to  a  ^^  special  con- 
tract" between  the  Company  and  the  owner  or  the  de- 
liverer of  the  goods  carried,  and  not  to  the  ^'conditions" 
mentioned  in  the  first  proviso,  as  to  which  the  only 
restriction  imposed  is,  that  they  shall  be  ''just  and  reason- 
able." It  had  been  decided  by  the  Courts  that,  under 
the  old  Carriers  Act,  11  (7.  4  &  1  fT.  4.  c.  G8.,  the  fact 
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jfABratai^  ^  ■  fniniW  iadiridusl,  forwarding  gi 
~  w  orT^y.  ■J  «  pobGc  Bodce  bj  ibe  canicr  as  ta 
^am  vpea.  wHA.  sorh  goods  woold  be  cairied 
^  0^  IB  ^^st  I^  Uk  owoer  of  the  good 
I  a  speml  contract  in  ihe  li 
«  sea  was;  »>i/  T.\na^n/(a),  ffoOA-  v.  . 
JM  JUrfl^  *^^^*^  Bmbutg  Camtpaaaf  {b) ;  and 
SKa  ^cDiL  '■■■"■'  B^ibt  be  so  framed  as  to 
3K£  :&K  c^XK.  cvcB  froB  Eabflitj  for  loss  or  in 
I  &v  aai  ova  de&oli;  Cmrr  t.  Lameatftire 

I    ClB7«39(«),     ..JufUi   T.     Tht    3 

^^tr.  |b.  WuTmug  Cm^k^  (^  TKe  object  (^  i 
r  jc  SK.  ir  &  I?  rSrfL  &  31.  sccob  to  hare  be« 
atJjTia  sa  «a5e  a  power  of  exei^itkin  from  liabilir 
£r  -  "  "■"■■ ;  ^b£  dbe  faanfa  pionsa^  tberefbre,  nuke 
lee^BC^  As  aS  ^radl  cantracts  protectii^  the  car 
^JSL  JaiiUCT  far  iam  or  iojnr  caused  bj  his  own 
imxit,  M»i  wwih  v^  pnaaa  &cie,  unreasonable,  she 
ae  JE  wxoS^  and  ^ned  bj  tbe  owner  or  deliverej 
^w  cnn» :  i«K  Cat  Stst  pcoriso  makes  no  such  rest 
xun  .M  i!  jMoSaant  wfaich  are  re^ooable,  which  ol 
Asi^  A>  3UC  <ail  iar  io  nzict  aod  ^>ecial  a  proc^  of  as 
«B  ^xe  -paei  ^  cae  owner  or  ddirerer.  [Cromplim 
Secc  r  i^pfKS  »  ^  ta  dedUre  thai  cooditions  e 
a5l  X  BB^  K  d»  nature  of  a  special  contract,  as  il 
viaSi  ^  ssacr  iW  oU  C«meis  Act,  prorided  that  s 
cirmTfTT*  dr  fpecail  contiaet  be  leasunable,  aikl  p 
T>an^  a^iA.  tkit  k  be  s%oed  br  tbe  owner  or  detire 

twu  of  the  learned  judges,  iJartiit  B.  * 


1  ijc^  r;  tcL 
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Bram^oell  B.^  appear  to  have  considered  that  reasonable- 
ness was  not  a  necessary  element  in  a  special  contract 
signed  according  to  the  Act.  If  that  view  be  correct, 
the  first  and  fourth  provisos  of  sect.  7  point  to  different 
forms  of  contract  between  the  carrier  and  the  owner  of 
the  goods.  Again,  in  Wise  v.  Great  Western  Railway 
Company  {a\  which  was  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ants,  as  carriers,  for  negligence  in  the  conveyance  of  a 
horse,  the  Court  held  a  special  contract  between  the 
parties,  exempting,  in  terms,  the  defendants  from  any 
damage  to  horses  conveyed  by  the  railway,  a  good 
defence,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  taken  into  con- 
sideration the  question  whether  the  contract  was  rea- 
sonable  or  not.  Simons  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway 
Company  (b)  and  The  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company  v.  Dunham  (c)  are,  no  doubt,  to 
some  extent,  authorities  against  the  defendants:  but 
all  that  was  taken  into  consideration  in  those  cases  was 
whether  the  particular  contract  was  a  reasonable  one. 
M^Manus  v.  Lancashire  Railway  Company  {d)  was  only 
a  decision  that  the  contract  there  in  question  was 
reasonable.  [Crompton  J.  Still,  it  is  clear  that  in 
those  cases  the  Court  held  the  question  of  reasonable- 
ness to  apply  to  a  special  contract  under  the  Act.] 
Such  a  construction  would  be  at  variance  with  the  last 
proviso,  in  sect.  7,  *^  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
alter  or  affect  the  rights,  privileges,  or  liabilities  of  any 
such  Company  under"  the  old  Carriers  Act,  11  6r.  4. 
&  1  W.  4.  c.  68. 

(a)  I  /f.  ^  N.  63.  (6)  18  Com.  B.  805. 

(e)  18  Com.  B.  826. 

(^)  2  H.  ^  N.  693,  io  Exch.  Judgment  of  Court  of  Exchequer  rc- 
tcned  in  Exchequer  Chamber ;  M'MamuM  t.  Lanauhirt  and  Vofkahire 
Bailwap  Company,  A  H.  ^  N.  327. 
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and  J.  Gordam  AUan^  contra.  First,  as  to  the 
E^  plea.  The  argmnent  oo  behalf  of  the  defendaDi 
cuaMi  to  this:  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  any  con 
tract  or  conditiop  under  the  Act  to  be  in  writing,  onles 
it  be  mrcanonaHe.  The  legislature  never  could  bavi 
infiended  ihaL  At  common  law,  a  carrier  is  bound,  oi 
die  price  far  carriage  being  tendered,  to  receive  an 
coBvej  the  gooda^  and  to  take  all  risks  upon  bimsel 
The  first  fimitarioD  to  that  liability  was  under  the  ol 
Carriers  Ac^  staL  11  G.  4  &  1  fT.  4.  c.  68. ;  sect.  1 
which  exempted  him  firom  liability  only  in  respect 
goods  abore  a  certam  value,  unless  he  received  for  co! 
vevance  a  charge  higher  than  the  ordinary  one.  Thi 
Stat.  17  &  18  VkL  c.  31.  gives  to  railway  compaoi 
earners  the  means  of  protecting  themselves,  I 
stipulation,  provided  that  such  stipulation  1 
firom  liability  in  respect  of  other  goo( 
which,  beibre  that  Act,  they  would  have  been  bound, 
carrios^  to  reeeive  and  carry  at  all  risks,  on  tender 
the  price.  But  the  plain  construction  of  secL  7  is,  th 
such  express  stipulation  must  not  only  be  a  reasonat 
one,  but  must  be  signed  by  the  owner  or  deliverer 
the  goods,  so  as  to  shew,  upon  the  face  of  it,  bis  assei 
which,  before  that  enactment,  might  be  inferred  fn 
circumstances,  as^  for  instance,  firom  the  mere  deliverf 
the  goods  by  the  owner  with  knowledge  of  the  conditi 
imposed  by  the  carrier;  Walker  v.  York  and  Nc 
JdSdkmd  Bailway  Company  (a).  In  Pardington  v.  Sc 
Wales  Eailway  Company  (b),  which  has  been  cited 
an  authority  for  the  defendants,  the  only  point  re 
decided  was  whether  the  particular  contract  was  rea^ 
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able  or  not  Simons  v.  The  Oreat  Western  Railway  Com" 
pant/ {a)  and  The  London  and  Nortli  Western  Railway 
Company  v.  Dunham  {b)  are  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
Jervis  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
expressly  states  that  the  effect  of  sect  7  of  the  Act  is 
that  both  ^  conditions*'  and  '^special  contracts"  must  be 
both  reasonable  and  signed.  Further,  it  might  be  well 
contended,  notwithstanding  the  decisions  in  APManus 
V.  iMncashire  Railway  Company  (c)  and  Pardington  v. 
South  Wales  Railway  Company  (d),  that  the  condition 
here  is  unreasonable,  as  absolutely  exempting  the  Com- 
pany from  liability  arbing  from  any  cause  whatever. 

Next,  the  fourth  plea  is  not  proved.  There  is  no 
written  contract  To  make  the  correspondence,  coupled 
with  the  printed  notice,  amount  to  a  contract  at  all,  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  must  be  varied  by  verbal 
evidence,  which  is  not  admissible. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 
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The  learned  Judges,  being  divided  in  opinion,  now 
delivered  judgment  seriatim. 


Crompton  J.  The  declaration  in  this  case  charged 
the  defendants  as  common  carriers  for  hire  with  negli- 
gence, by  means  of  which  the  plaintiff's  goods,  received 
by  them  to  be  carried,  were  lost  through  their  default 
A  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants  at  the  trial,  on 
the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  those  pleas.     And  a 


CrtjmpUmJ, 


(a)  18  Com.  D,  805.  (6)  18  Com.  B.  626. 

(c)  2  H.  ^  N.  693,  in  Exch.  Judgment  of  Court  of  Exchequer  re- 
versed in  Exchequer  Chamber ;  M*Manu»  v.  Lancashire  and  York$hirt 
EaiUay  Company,  4  H.  ^  N.  327f 

{,d)  \  H.^N.  392. 


972 


TRINITY  VACATION. 


1858. 


▼. 


rale  was  accordingly  granted  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  or  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on 
those  pleas. 

The  fourth  plea  stated  that  the  goods  in  question  were 
delivered  to  and  received  bjr  the  defendants  after  the 
passing  of  the  Railway  Traffic  Act,  to  be  carried  under 
and  subject  to  a  certain  special  contract  in  that  behalf 
^ned  by  one  George  WhUtingham  for  and  on  accoool 
qS  ooe  Charles  Melgh^  who  was  the  person  deliYeiiof 
the  goods  to  the  defendants  for  carriage,  whereby  it  inu 
agreed  that  the  defendants  should  not  be  responsible  fo 
the  loss  or  injury  to  marbles,  unless  declared  and  insurec 
according  to  their  value :  and  that  the  goods  in  questioi 
were  marUes,  and  were  not  declared  or  insured. 

The  question  as  to  this  plea  was,  whether  it  wa 
proved.  The  allied  contract  was  a  note  signed  a 
stated  in  the  plea,  by  which  the  defendants  were  di 
rected  to  ferward  the  marbles  wdnsured.  And  it  wa 
argued  before  us  that  this  note  was  proof  of  a  safficieo 
contract  rigned  under  the  statute,  to  the  effect  stated  i 
the  plea,  when  accompanied  and  explained  by  e?ideiM 
firom  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  the  plaintiff,  b 
having  seen  the  printed  conditions  of  the  Company  an 
by  havii^  had  conversations  as  to  the  terms  on  whic 
they  carried  such  goods,  must  have  known  that,  if  tl 
goods  were  forwarded  uninsured,  the  Company,  by  the 
condition,  would  not  be  responsible  for  the  loss  or  injui 
to  the  marbles.  The  note  did  not  refer  to  any  print( 
or  written  document,  or  to  any  conditions,  but  w 
simfJy  an  cndcr  to  forward  uninsured  :  and  I  am  of  o| 
nion  that  it  did  not  prove  the  signed  contract  allep 
It  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say  that  the  note  mere 
oiderii^  the  goods  to  be  forwarded  uninsured  c 
amount  to  a  special  4X>ntract  in  writing  whereby  it  v 
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agreed  that  the  defendants  should  not  be  responsible  for  }S5S. 
their  loss  or  injury.  It  is  only  by  admitting  parol  evi- 
dence of  what,  by  the  Company's  regulations,  was  to  be 
the  consequence  of  non-insurance  that  there  can  be  any 
pretence  that  the  note  amounted  to  such  an  agreement 
as  alleged :  and  I  am  of  opinion  that^  the  contract  itself 
must  be  looked  to ;  and  that  it  contains  no  written  terms,  Oomfttm  J. 
and  no  reference  to  any  written  document,  from  which 
any  thing  like  the  terms  alleged  in  the  plea  can  be 
collected. 

The  only  mode  in  which  it  was  suggested  by  Mr. 
Phipson  that  he  could  make  out  the  plea  was  by  the 
admission  of  the  parol  evidence  to  explain  the  meaning 
of  the  term  uninsured.  There  is,  however,  no  ambiguity 
about  that  word,  nor  was  any  explanation  of  it  necessary ; 
but  the  object  of  the  evidence  was  to  shew  the  arbitrary 
consequences  which  this  particular  Company  had,  by 
themselves  or  by  verbal  conversations  with  the  plaintiff, 
affixed  to  the  non-insuring.  Such  evidence  would  not 
be  given  to  explain  the  meaning  of  a  mercantile  word, 
but  would  be  given  to  prove  the  particular  conditions  of 
this  Company.  Every  company  in  the  kingdom  may 
have  a  different  rule  as  to  the  amount  of  the  responsi- 
bility they  will  take  upon  themselves  with  respect  to 
uninsured  goods.  And  such  terms  and  conditions  on 
which,  in  the  gpven  event,  the  goods  are  to  be  carried 
seem  to  me  to  be  an  essential  part  of  the  contract.  I 
think  that  the  statute  clearly  makes  it  necessary  that 
such  terms  and  conditions  should  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  written  agreement  or  on  some  document  referred  to 
thereby.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  cannot  hold  the  order 
to  forward  uninsured  as  necessarily  meaning,  in  point  of 
law,  that  the  Company  are  not  to  be  responsible  in  case 
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be  liabfe  in 
of 
if 


utjmiy   Dovcrer  occssioiied*     C&rrierB 
to  be  in  the  nmtnre  of  insurers,  so  as 
of  fire,  robberj,  and  other  cases  wh 

m^ht  not  be  liable :  b 
that  the  goods  should  not  be 
soRii  ranbi  be  tai^en  as  doing  away  with  such  comin 
hm  EahffiEj  of  the  carrieis  as  insorerSy  they  would  s 
be  Sable  fjr  losses  bj  negligence  throogh  their  o\ 
itAatu  widk  wUch  the  defendants  are  chaiged  in  tl 
dedacacaoQ.  The  cooseqoences  they  attach  by  tbc 
cfafirinns  to  Boa4naarance  may  be  that  they  will  t 
iatit  qoIt  to  a  paitkiilar  amount,  or  in  particular  di 
cvBBtaaccs;  aod  k  appears  to  me  qnite  impossible  thai 
PidiMt  tike  parol  evidence,  any  gneas  could  be  made  t 
a>  vhaK  die  contract  was  between  the  parties,  if  the  laf 
iS31  aBowed  a  veifaal  contract  of  this  nature.  In  mj 
mwnirw^  tke  note  oidmng  the  goods  to  be  forwardec 
£d  not,  by  legal  intendment,  per  se  shew 

stated  in  the  plea,  agreed  tobe 
without  the  Company  being  responsible  for  loa 
or  kkjatjz  nor  was  there  any  Intimate  e?idence  U 
ihew  that  soch  was  the  meaning  of  the  written  contract 
In  reahty  the  contract  was  a  parol  one,  which  woal( 
haTe  been  good  befoie  the  statute,  and  which  migh 
haTe  been  wdl  collected  firom  the  oral  evidence  befor 
that  enactment:  but  th^re  was  not  any  such  signe 
contract  in  writing  as  is  required  by  the  statute,  aa 
alleged  in  the  fourth  plea:  and  I  think,  therefore,  thi 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  issue  on  the  fburt 
plea  entered  for  him. 

The  fifth  plea  stated  that  the  goods  in  question  wei 
delivered  and  received,  after  the  passing  of  the  sa: 
statute,  under  and  subject  to  a  certain  just  and  reasonab 
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condition,  made  by  the  defendants,  and  assented  to  by 
the  plaintiff,  with  respect  to  the  receiving,  forwarding  and 
delivering  the  said  goods,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  de« 
fendants  should  not  nor  would  be  responsible  for  the 
loss  or  injury  to  marbles,  unless  declared  and  insured 
according  to  their  value ;  and  that  the  goods  in  question 
were  marbles,  and  were  not  declared  or  insured.  With 
respect  to  this  plea  the  question  arose,  whether  a  just 
and  reasonable  condition,  imposed  by  the  railway  Com- 
pany, and  assented  to  by  the  party  delivering  the  goods 
for  carriage,  but  not  in  writing,  signed  by  such  party,  is 
binding.  I  think  that  the  plea  sets  up  a  special  contract 
between  the  Company  and  the  plaintiff  respecting  the 
receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering  of  the  goods ;  and 
that,  there  being  no  such  contract  signed  by  the  party, 
the  plaintiff  is  not  bound. 

By  the  enactment  in  question  all  notices,  conditions 
and  declarations  limiting  the  liability  of  the  Company  as 
to  loss  by  their  neglect  or  de&ult  are  made  void,  with 
certain  exceptions.  The  Company  may  still  protect 
themselves  by  the  notices  published  under  the  Carriers 
Act,  in  the  particular  mode  there  pointed  out  as  to  the 
particular  articles  enumerated  in  that  Act.  And,  by  The 
Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  1854,  they  may  make 
<^  conditions  with  respect  to  the  receiving,  forwarding,  and 
delivering"*  goods  which  the  Court  or  Judge  trying  the 
cause  may  adjudge  '^to  be  just  and  reasonable."  Such 
conditions,  whether  verbal  or  not,  can  only  operate  by 
way  of  contract  between  the  parties;  and  the  plea  in  ques- 
tion, therefore,  necessarily  avers  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  Carriers  Act  having  prevented  such  notices  being 
valid,  it  was  still  held  that,  if  the  plaintiff  assented  to  such 
conditions  or  notices,  a  special  contract  arose  which  was 
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valid  under  that  Act :  and,  until  the  late  statute,  such 
special  contract  might  be  made  without  writing  or  signa- 
ture. But,  by  seyeral  decisions,  it  was  most  properly  held 
that  the  operation  of  such  conditions  on  the  one  part 
and  assent  on  the  other  was  that  a  special  contract  arose 
which  limited  the  liability  of  the  carrier.  In  the  case 
of  Walker  v.  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany  (a)  it  was  held  that  such  a  contract  arose,  although 
the  plaintiff  had  expressly  refused  his  assent  in  the  first 
instance,  he  having  afterwards  sent  the  goods  with  notice 
to  him  of  the  terms  on  which  alone  the  Company  would 
carry :  and  it  was  held  that  his  so  sending  the  goods  was 
evidence  of  his  assent.  This  state  of  the  law  may  have 
led  the  Legislature  to  think  it  advisable  that  no  party* 
should  be  bound  by  such  a  contract  unless  he  had  signed 
a  paper  containing  the  terms  of  it.  They  expressly 
enact  **  that  no  special  contract  between  such  coo^ 
pany  and  any  other  parties  respecting  the  receiving,  f< 
warding,  or  delivering**  goods,  shall  be  binding  nnl 
signed.  The  present  case  appears  to  me  to  be  withmi 
the  words  and  meaning  of  this  proviso:  and  I  think  th^i 
the  true  construction  of  the  statute  is  that  pointed  oce 
by  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Commom  Plea0 
in  Simons  v.  ITie  Oreat  Western  Railway  Company  {1^^ 
and  that  conditions  to  operate  by  way  of  special  contract 
which  b  the  only  way  in  which  I  think  they  can  operaCi^ 
in  cases  like  the  present,  are  special  contracts,  ub^ 
require  signature  under  the  proviso  of  the  statute.  ' 
they  are  conditions  as  to  receiving,  &c.,  they  must  b 
just  and  reasonable,  to  have  the  effect  of  limiting  tb^ 
liability  in  cases  of  loss  from  their  n^ligence  and  d 


(«)  ^B,^  B,  750. 


{h)  18  Onh.  B,  80S.  829. 
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fault;  and,  if  they  are  to  o{>erate  as  special  contracts* 
they  must,  in  iny  opinion,  be  signed  according  to  the 
Act.  The  proviso  must  have  this  operation,  unless  it  is 
held  that  it  is  to  be  construed  as  containing  an  exception 
of  special  contracts  made  by  conditions  on  the  one  side 
and  assent  on  the  other.  And  I  see  no  reason  to  insert 
such' words  of  exception ;  as  I  cannot  see  that  the  Legis- 
lature have  necessarily  intended  such  an  exception  to  be 
made,  and  I  do  not  feel  warranted  in  inserting  any  such 
words.  The  Legislature  may  well  have  intended  to 
have  included  such  a  case  as  the  present ;  and  it  may 
be  remarked  that,  in  this  proviso,  they  use  the  very  same 
words  as  to  ^receiving,  forwarding,  or  delivering"  as 
they  had  used  in  the  proviso  as  to  conditions  and  notices. 
Very  learned  persons  have  expressed  opinions  that  a 
special  contract  within  the  last  proviso  need  not  be  rea- 
sonable, as  a  condition  under  the  earlier  one ;  but  I  find 
nothing  like  a  distinct  decision  that  a  signed  contract  is 
not  necessary  in  a  case  like  the  present.  The  authority 
most  in  point  is  the  judgment  delivered  in  the  case  of 
Simons  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company  (a)  and 
the  following  case  of  The  London  and  North  Western 
Bailway  Company  v.  Dunham  (b).  It  is  true  that  in 
those  cases  there  were  signed  contracts :  but  the  Court 
considered  and  put  a  construction  on  .the  statute,  and 
acted  upon  such  construction  in  deciding  the  cases ;  and 
they  there  held  distinctly  that  such  a  condition  as  that 
in  the  present  case  must  be  just  and  reasonable  and 
must  also  be  signed.  Jervis  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment 
in  the  above  cases,  after  explaining  the  statute,  says: 
**  The  result  seems  to  me  to  be  this — A  general  notice 
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is  void :  but  the  Company  may  make  flpecial  contrn 
with  their  customers,  provided  they  are  just  and  rea» 
able,  and  signed;  and,  whereas  the  monopoly  creai 
by  railway  companies  compels  the  public  to  empi 
them  in  the  conveyance  of  their  goods,  the  Legisiati 
have  thought  fit  to  impose  the  further  security,  that  1 
Court  shall  see  that  the  condition  or  special  contraci 
just  and  reasonable."  I  should  feel  myself  bound 
this  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  proceed! 
upon  the  construction  put  by  the  Court  upon  the  A 
if  I  had  arrived  at  a  contrary  conclusion ;  and  shoo 
have  contented  myself  with  merely  stating  that  I  U 
bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pie 
if  I  had  not  known  that  one  of  my  learned  brothers 
this  Court,  and  some  of  the  learned  members  of  anoth 
Court,  took  a  contrary  view  of  the  question:  and  I  hai 
therefore,  thought  it  right  to  state  that,  as  at  prcse 
advised,  I  entirely  concur  with  the  Court  of  Comm< 
Pleas  in  thinking  that  such  a  condition  imposed  by  tl 
Company  requires  a  signature  according  to  the  provii 
in  question. 

I  thinks  therefore,  that  the  condition  and  assent  < 
agreement  in  the  present  case  was  not  binding  on  tt 
plaintiff.  The  question  was  signed  before  us  on  ti 
validity  of  the  plea,  as  containing  no  allegation  that  ti 
condition  in  question  was  in  writing  and  signed :  be 
as  the  plea  alleges  that  the  defendants  made  the  codl 
tion,  and  that  the  plaintiff  assented  to  it,  and  as  I  am 
opinion  that,  by  the  statute,  there  was  no  binding  assei 
I  think  that  the  plaintiff  is  eotided  to  have  the  verdi 
as  well  as  judgment  entered  for  him  on  this  plea. 

I  think,   therefore,   the   plaintiff  is   entitled   to  o 
judgment  on  the  whole  record. 
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'  Eble  J.  In  this  case  the  questions  are,  first,  whether 
the  fourth  plea  was  proved,  and,  secondly,  whether  the 
fifth  plea  is  good.  The  declaration  was  for  not  safely 
carrying  marbles :  the  fourth  plea  alleged  a  special  con- 
tract, signed  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  marbles  were  to  be 
carried  upon  the  terms  therein  set  out.  The  evidence 
was,  that  the  marbles  were  left  to  be  forwarded,  and 
had  become  damaged  by  some  damp  without  wilful  de- 
fault or  neglect :  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  agent,  discussed 
the  terms  applicable  to  forwarding  marbles  either  at  the 
Company's  risk,  if  insured,  or  at  the  owner's  risk,  if  un- 
insured, and  then  signed  the  order  to  the  defendants  to 
forward  them  uninsured.  A  written  contract  is  to  be 
construed  with  the  surrounding  circumstances.  These 
shewed  that  the  goods  were  marble,  and  that  prepay- 
ment of  the  carriage  was  not  offered.  The  legal  effect 
of  the  signed  order,  then,  is  this:  in  consideration  of 
the  defendants  forwarding  the  goods  as  they  are,  the 
plaintiff  promises  to  give  up  his  common  law  right  to 
make  the  defendants  insurers;  that  is,  he  agrees  that 
the  goods  shall  be  uninsured.  The  circumstances  shewed 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  order,  meant  to  express  the 
sense  which  would  prove  the  plea,  and  that  the  defend* 
ants  so  understood  it:  if  that  be  true,  the  plea  was 
proved.  The  ordinary  meaning  of  '^ insured**  is  that 
the  insurer  stands  the  risk;  and  <* uninsured,"  that  the 
owner  does  sa 

The  inconvenience  of  requiring  every  contract  to  be 
written  ont  in  fiill  is  very  great.  The  special  contract 
for  carriage  set  out  in  Simons  v.  The  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  (a)  fills  six  pages  of  report :  and,  if 
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an;  part  of  sach  contract  should  be  thought  b^ 
Judge  unreasooable,  the  whole  may  be  held  vtud. 
result  of  the  judgment  in  Wain  v,  Waritert  (a),  rea 
ing  contracts  under  the  Statute  of  Frands,  is  a  wai 
against  repeating  a  decision  which  only  operates  < 
the  absence  of  an  unmeaning  form  defeats  a  aubsti 
right.  Both  parties  here  understood,  firom  the  wri 
the  terms  on  which  the  marbles  were  to  be  carried, 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  « 
defeat  the  rights  of  the  defendants  according  to 
understanding,  and  would  get  judgment  in  &voi 
what  would  be  equivalent  to  deception. 

In  ffyld  7.  Pickford  (ft)  the  declaration  was,  as  1 
against  common  carriers,  for  not  carrying  maps, 
third  plea  was  a  notice  that  the  defendants  would 
be  responsible  for  maps  unless  insured :  and  it  was  I 
a  good  plea,  on  the  ground  that  a  deliveiy  of  o 
with  knowledge  of  the  notice  was  an  agreement 
the  common  law  liability  should  be  limited  by  the 
lice,  and  that  the  plea  sufficiently  alleged  such  an  sg 
ment,  although  it  did  not  allege  the  plaintiff's  cont 
If  the  same  intendments  that  were  made  there  i 
made  in  this  case,  the  plea  would  be  proved ;  and 
after  such  notice,  such  articles  are  delivered,  the  i^ 
ment  is  to  perform  all  the  common  law  duties  of  car 
except  insuring;  and,  if  there  is  a  notice  against  ii 
rin^  the  risk  of  damage  not  arising  from  misfeasaai 
the  owner's.  The  same  intendments  would  make 
order  relied  on  to  prove  the  fourth  plea  a  special  i 
tract :  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  ought  to  be  m 
and  that  the  plea  should  be  held  to  be  proved. 


(»)  8  ». »  ir.  443. 
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The  question  raised  by  the  fifth  plea  turns  on  the 
construction  of  the  7th  section  of  the  statute.  The 
plaintiff  contends  that  all  contracts  tending  to  limit  re- 
8}x>nsibilitj  for  default  or  neglect  in  the  carriage  of  goods 
are  thereby  made  void  unless  they  are  signed  by  the 
opposite  party,  and  also  adjudged  to  be  just  and  reason- 
able by  the  presiding  Judge.  The  plea  relies  on  a  con- 
tract adjudged  by  the  Judge  to  be  just  and  reasonable, 
but  not  signed*  The  defendants  contend  that  the  clause 
making  void  all  notices^  conditions  and  declarations 
given  by  the  Company,  limiting  their  liability  on  the 
carriage  of  goods,  relates  to  the  general  notices  which 
have  been  resorted  to  by  carriers  from  time  to  time,  and 
which,  before  railways  existed,  were  the  subject  of  legis- 
lation in  Stat.  11  Cr.  4  &  1  ^.  4.  c.  68. ;  and  that  this 
clause,  making  void  all  notices  &c.  given  by  companies 
for  limiting  liability,  b  subject  to  the  exception  of  such 
notices  &c  as  should  be  adjudged  to  be  just  and  reason- 
able: but  that  special  contracts  entered  into  by  both 
parties  are  contradistinguished  from  the  notices  £c.  given 
by  the  companies ;  and  that,  as  to  them,  the  proviso  as- 
sumes that  they  may  be  made,  but  shall  not  be  enforced 
by  the  railway  unless  signed  by  the  opposite  party. 

If  the  Legislature  intended  to  make  all  contracts  for 
limiting  responsibility  of  railways  void  unless  adjudged 
to  be  just  by  the  Judge  and  signed  by  the  opposite 
party,  the  language  would  be  used  which  would  express 
the  law  without  complexity.  But  the  enactment  makes 
a  clear  distinction  between  notices  &c.  given  by  the 
company  which  are-  to  be  void  unless  adjudged  to  be 
just  &c.,  and  special  contracts  which  are  made  voidybr 
the  railway  unless  signed  by  the  other  party.  The 
context  shews  that  special  contracts  in  the  later  proviso 
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are  differeat  from  the  notices  &c.  spoken  of  io  the  ei 
proviso,  there  being  many  distinct  provisoa  about  aoi 
&e.  iBtetposed. 

Stat  1 1  G.  4  &  1  ^.  4.  c;  68.,  incorporated  in  this 
conRrms  this  construction,  as,  by  sect  1  there,  all  do 
&c.  are  made  void,  while,  by  sect.  6,  the  power  of  ma 
special  contracts  as  the  parties  may  choose  is  expr 
preserved.  The  porpose  of  the  l^jislation  con6nna 
view. 

As  a  general  rale,  common  carriers  must  take  wh 
brought  for  carriage)  and  must  can^  safely  and  de 
correctly.  In  effect  they  must  insure  against  the  ri 
the  journey.  This  extreme  reBponsibility  by  compol 
has  produced  endeavours  by  carriers  for  protection  w 
have  been  thought  to  have  been  in  the  opposite  extn 
such  as  general  notices  that  they  may  have  no  respi 
bility,  even  for  misfeasance,  for  certain  articles.  ExD 
notices  may  with  reason  be  declared  null,  while  ret 
able  notices  are  allowed  to  be  valid:  and  so  are 
words  of  the  enactment;  and  so  is  the  defend 
construction.  The  plaintiff's  construction  involvei 
notion  that  the  Legislature  in  eflect  invaded  the  ri 
of  private  properly  invested  in  railways,  and  not 
subjected  the  railway  proprietors  to  the  discretio 
various  Courts  in  the  manageinent  of  their  prop 
and  prohibited  them  from  consulting  their  own  int 
or  following  their  own  plans  as  they  might  choose, 
also,  by  the  7th  section,  made  them  subject  to  the  < 
of  carrying  whatever  should  he  ofiered,  without 
power  either  of  limiting  respoDsibility  or  of  making 
conlracis  as  interest  might  require,  unless  their  com 
fulfilled  the  two  conditions  of  being  signed  when  the; 
made  and  being  adjudged  to  be  reasonable  by  the  Ji 
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before  whom  they  might  be  brought  for  enforcement. 
The  extent  of  the  risk  of  leaving  an  arbitrary  discretion 
to  the  Judge  to  say  whether  a  contract  is  reasonable 
may  be  estimated  from  Simons  v.  The  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  {a\  where  a  contract  that  a  company 
should  not  be  answerable  for  loss  or  non-delivery  of 
goods  by  reason  of  insufficient  and  improper  package 
was  adjudged  void;  and  from  Munster  v.  The  South 
Eastern  RailvDay  Company  {b\  in  which  a  regulation  that 
passengers  shonld  not  place  wearing  apparel,  shawls, 
and  the  like,  in  the  luggage  van  without  some  wrapper 
to  cover  them  was  also  held  void. 

As  to  authorities  on  thb  question,  Simons  v.  JTie  Great 
Western  Railway  Company  (a)  and  The  London  and 
North  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Dunham  (c)  are  in 
£Eivour  of  the  plaintiff.  But  Wise  v.  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  (d),  cited  arguendo  in  Simons  v.  The 
Great  Western  Railway  Company  (a),  is  in  favour  of  the 
defendants.  And,  as  I  entirely  conctir  with  the  opinions 
of  Pollock  C.  B.  and  BramweU  B.  there  cited,  I  consider 
myself  at  Uberty  to  dissent  from  the  opposite  opinion 
expressed  by  Jervis  C.  J.  in  the  other  case. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  fifth  plea  is  good. 
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Crompton  J.  then  read  the  judgment  of 

Lord  (Campbell  C.  J.  (e).     In  this  case  I  agree  with         Lord 
my  brother  Crompton  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our       ^'^^ 
judgment  both  on  the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas. 


(a)  18  Cam,  B.  805.  (b)  4  Com.  B.  N.  S.  676. 

(c)  18  Com.  B,  826.  (cf)  I  H.^  N.  63. 

(e)  Coleridgi  J.,  who  was  present  at  the  argument,  had  retired  firom  the 
Bench  before  -Judgment  was  delivefed. 
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As  to  the  fourth  plea,  notwithstaodiog  my  sino 
respect  for  the  oprnkm  of  my  brother  Erle^  I  am  boa 
to  conieflB  that  I  have  never  been  able  to  entertain  i 
doobt  It  b  ezpreaslj  pleaded  under  stat.  17  &  18  F 
e.  31.  a.  7. ;  and  it  ezpreasly  alleges  a  special  writi 
contract,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  defenda 
should  not  be  responsible  for  the  loes  of  or  injury 
marbles  unless  declared  and  insured  according  to  th 
value.  The  only  written  document  signed  as  reqaii 
by  the  statute  was  a  note  by  which  the  defendants  w< 
directed  to  *<forward"  the  marbles  ^nat  mmredJ^  Tl 
refers  to  no  other  written  document;  and  the  allegi 
contract  could  only  be  made  out  by  parol  eviden 
whidi  the  L^islature  clearly  intended  should  not  I 
admitted  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  liability  < 
railway  companies.  I  do  not  think  that  we  can  properl 
listen  to  aiguments  from  the  supposed  hardship  npo 
the  defendants  in  this  particular  case :  and,  for  the  fatim 
railway  companies  may  easily  render  themselves  seem 
by  having  printed  forms  of  their  special  contracts,  to  b 
signed  by  the  person  delivering  the  animals  or  goods  i 
the  Act  requires. 

The  fifth  plea  depends  entirely  on  the  constructio 
to  be  put  on  one  of  the  many  provisos  to  be  found  i 
the  seventh  section  of  sUt.  17  &  18  Vict  c.  31.  Th 
section  is  exceedingly  ill  drawn,  heaping  proviso  ape 
proviso,  and  forgetting  the  distinction  between  an  enac 
ment  and  a  proviso  to  qualify  an  enactment  Introdua 
by  the  words  ^  provided  also,**  it  contains  the  followii 
enactment:  ''no  special  contract  between  such  con 
pany  and  any  other  parties  respecting  the  receivin 
forwarding,  or  delivering  of  any  animals,  articles,  gooc 
or  things  as  aforesaid  shall  be  binding  upon  or  affc 
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any  such  party  unless  the  same  be  signed  by  him  or  by  1858. 
the  person  delivering  such  animals^  articles,  goods,  or  p^^g. 
things  respectively  for  carriage."    The  fifth  plea  does        xoeth 

not  allege  that  the  condition  or  agreement  made  by  the  Sta»fobd- 
defendants  with  respect  to  the  receiving,  forwarding  and       Railway 

...         1  1        1  Company. 

delivering  the  marbles  was  in  writing,  or  signed  by  the 

party,  but  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  assented  to  it     I   n^^^^^Q  j 

think  that  this  raises  the  question  whether  the  condition 

must  be  in  writing  and  signed  as  the  above  enactment 

requires. 

Is  this  condition  with  respect  to  the  receiving,  for- 
warding and  delivering  goods  a  special  contract  between 
such  company  and  the  plaintiff  respecting  the  receiving, 
forwarding  or  delivering  goods  ?  I  cannot  discover  why 
it  is  not ;  and,  if  it  be,  then  it  is  not  binding,  because  it 
is  not  signed  as  required.  Surely  it  is  not  less  a  special 
contract  between  the  Company  and  the  plaintiff  because, 
to  be  valid,  it  must  be  "  adjudged  by  the  Court  or  Judge 
before  whom  any  question  relating  thereto  shall  be  tried 
to  be  just  and  reasonable."  The  defendants*  counsel  did 
not  contend  that  this  condition  was  written  or  signed. 
Therefore,  if  it  constituted  a  special  contract,  it  is  not 
binding,  and  the  fifth  plea  is  not  proved.  This  seems 
to  be  in  accordance  with  the  view  taken  of  the  statute 
by  Jerms  C.  J.  in  The  London  and  North  Western  Raih 
way  Company  v.  Dunham  (a),  in  which  I  entirely  concur. 

In  the  argument  at  the  bar,  we  were  told  of  the 
impolicy  and  injustice  of  such  an  interference  with  the 
contracts  of  railway  companies :  but,  when  the  meaning 
of  the  Legislature  is  clear  from  the  language  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament,  I  do  not  feel  myself  at  liberty,  in  con- 
struing it,  to  form  any  opinion  whether  it  be  politic  or 

(a)  18  Com.  B,  826.  8*29. 


TKINITY  VACATION. 

impolitic,  just  or  unjuet.  I  sit  here  jas  dicere,  aoi 
dare.  An  absurd  or  inischieTous  enactmeDt  is  t 
repealed  by  tbe  Legislature,  and  not  by  judicial  deci 
Therefore,  vith  great  deference  for  alt  who  enle 
the  contrary  opinion  on  Ibis  subject,  I  think  thw 
plaintifT  is  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for 
on  the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas,  with  the  damages  f 
by  the  jury,  and  that  the  rule  obtained  for  that  poi 
ought  to  be  abs(dute. 

Ruleabw 


[n^^,.  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

■hmuiFy  ISth, 
I860.] 

The  NoBTH  Staffobdshibb  Railwaj  Coiiip& 
appellants,  (gainst  Peek,  respondent 

For  nur^nd     ^HE  defendanta  in  the  Court  belon-  gave  notia 
note,  lea  tati,      J.  ,       —,.  i  •  i     <  i  i_ 

p.  958.  appeaL     Tbe  cose  on  which  the  appeal  wtB  broa 

staled  the  facts  in  substance  as  above. 

Tbe  appeal  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chan 

ia  Trinity  and  Miehaebnat  Vacations,  1859(a). 

J&afni;(A},fortheappellants(defGndantsbelow}.  F 
as  to  the  fourth  plea.  It  is  clear,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
tbe  respondent  was  made  acquainted  with  ibe  condi 
upon  which  tbe  appellants  were  willing  to  insure;  aodi 
by  using  the  term  "not  insured"  in  bis  letter  of  ibi 
AugKtt,  be  intended  that  it  should  be  understood  bet* 

(a)  Jimc  ISth,  18S9,  and  NoBrmbtr  26tfa,  1859. 
(()  Between  the  two  daj*  ua  wbidi  tin  cue  wu  irguad,  Mr.  £■ 
wu  (ppomted  Solicilor  Gcnenl, 
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himself  and  the  Company  that  that  condition  had  not  been 
fulfilled*  The  only  question  is  whether  there  is  a  written 
contract  to  that  effect.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  the  letter 
itself  is  perfectly  unambiguous.  A  carrier,  at  common 
law,  insures  agaiust  all  risks  except  the  act  of  God  or 
the  Queen's  enemies.  The  words  **  not  insured*'  clearly 
refer  to,  and  exempt  the  appellants  from,  their  ordinary 
liability  at  common  law.  The  respondent  contends  that 
the  extent  and  nature  of  the  exemption  is  not  shewn 
by  the  words  **  not  insured.'*  Even  if  that  be  so,  the 
ambiguity  may  be  explained  by  oral  evidence.  [^tV- 
Kams  J.  Not  if  the  words  themselves  raise  the  ambiguity. 
The  evidence  would  be  admissible  only  if  it  could  be 
shewn  that  the  words  might  refer  to  either  of  two 
different  subject  matters.]  The  words,  upon  the  face  of 
them,  import  what  the  plea  alleges.  [Martin  B.  Is  the 
plea  sufficient  ?  It  does  not  deny  the  negligence.]  It 
is,  in  fact,  an  argumentative  plea  of  Not  guilty.  The 
respondents  would,  at  all  events,  have  been  entitled  to 
a  verdict  upon  the  plea  traversing  the  bailment  as 
alleged  (a)  ;  Brind  v.  Dak  (&).  But  a  plea  similar  to 
the  fourth,  in  Wyld  v.  Pickford  (c),  was  not  demurred  ta 
[WiUes  J.  The  declaration  there  was  different]  The 
fourth  plea,  at  all  events,  is  not  now  open  to  any  technical 
objection. 

As  to  the  fifth  plea,  there  is,  no  doubt,  considerable 
difficulty  in  supporting  it  since  the  decision,  in  error,  in 
M^Manus  v.  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Com,'' 
pony  (d). 

(a)  See  p.  959,  note  (a).  (6)  2  M.^  If.  775. 

(c)  8  M  ft-  ff.  443. 

(d)  4  H,j^N.  327,  in  Ezcb.  Cb.,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  in  M*Manus  v.  La»ica$hir9  Railway  Company,  2  H,  Sf  N. 
693. 


[I860.] 

North 
SrAFroRD- 

SHIRE 

Railway 
Company 


[HILARY  TERM. 

T.  Jona  (Northern  Circuit),  for  ihe  respondent  ([ 
tiff  below  J.  The  fourth  plea  is  not  proved.  Unles  ii 
intended  that  written  special  contracts  under  the 
might  be  varied  by  oral  evidence,  there  is  no  eviden 
any  such  contract  as  that  alleged  b;  the  appellants, 
words  "  not  insured,"  construed  in  (heir  ordinaiy  e 
have  no  such  meaning.  They  are  not  a  term  ol 
and  therefore  cannot  be  explained  by  oral  evid 
[CrouxUr  J.  What  do  you  aay  they  mean?]  ' 
mean  "  send  these  goods  on  such  terms,  as  to 
liability,  as  attach  to  carriers  where  parties  send  g 
without  insuring,  when  there  is  no  special  contm 
writing."  Now,  what  the  liability  of  the  Compan 
under  thoee  circumstances,  is  explained  by  secL 
the  Act,  which  takes  away  from  carriers  the  p 
which  they  possessed,  under  the  Cairiers'  Ad 
exempting  themselves  from  their  common  law  liab 
by  notices  and  declarations.  There  is  here  no  ept 
contract  in  writing,  ngned  by  the  owner  or  deliven 
the  goods;  and  the  appellants  are  therefore  lialaV 
carriers  at  common  law.  [Jfortui  B.  I  think  it 
hardly  be  said  that  (be  words  "not  insured"  have 
particular  meaniDg,  as  Kganls  cairiers.]  They  pc 
DO  doubt,  to  a  particular  cotuse  of  huaness;  but  t 
meaning  may  vary  very  much  in  each  case.  Hist 
cleariy  the  opinion  of  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  and  Cn 
tot  J.  in  the  Court  below.  And,  if  that  be  correct, 
evidence  a  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  etan] 
these  words,  when  writtca,  with  a  particidar  meai 
in  any  one  case.  There  is  no  reference  in  the  coi 
poodeuce  to  any  particular  terms  or  condition 
insurance.    The  decision  in  Boydeil  v.  Drvmrnom 
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therefore  applies.  Further,  the  contract,  even  if  it  be 
one,  is  not  signed,  as  the  Act  requires,  by  the  owner 
or  the  deliverer  of  the  goods.  [Channett  B.  It  was 
assumed  at  the  trial  that  the  person  who  signed  it  did 
so  as  agent  of  the  parties  delivering :  there  was,  there- 
fore, a  sufficient  delivery  within  the  statute.]  That  is 
giving  a  very  wide  construction  to  the  words  parties 
*'  delivering  ;'*  a  similar  construction  of  the  words  "  party 
chargeable,"  in  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  14.  «•  1.,  was  held  bad  in 
Hyde  v.  Johnson  (a). 


[I860.] 

North 
Staffobd- 

8HIBB 

Railway 
Compaoj 

T. 


Sir  Henry  Keating^  Solicitor  General  (ft),  was  heard 
in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  learned  Judges,  being  divided  in  opinion,  now 
delivered  separate  judgments. 

Martin  B.     I  am  about  to  read  the  judgment  of  the    PoOoekQ.  B. 

Martin  B. 

Chief  Baron,  of  my  brothers  WiUes^  Watson  and  ChannelU       wuu*  J. 

1     ^  1^  Wataon  B. 

and  of  myseit.  chmuuU  B. 

This  is  an  appeal  against  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  making  a  rule  absolute  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issues  on  the  fourth  and 
fifth  pleas,  upon  points  reserved  at  the  trial  by  my 
brother  Erk.  The  Court  were  divided  in  opinion,  my 
brother  Erie  differing  from  Lord  Chief  Justice  Campbell 
and  my  brother  CrompUm.  The  action  was  against  the 
defendants  as  common  carriers:  the  bailment  alleged 
in  the  declaration  was  a  delivery  to  them,  as  common 
carriers,  of  thr«e  marble  chimney  pieces,  to  be  carried 


(a)  2  Ntw  Ca.  776. 


(6)  See  p.  986,  d.  {b). 
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[1860.1      ^^  Stoke  up<m  Trent  to  London,     The  foorth  pi 

J,    ,j^       that  the  chimae;  pieces  were  delivered  and  receivt 

Stafford-     \^  carried  uoder  a  special  contract,  signed  by  on 

Railway       tFhittimgkam  for  one  Charles  Meigh,  who  was  the  pc 

<.  delivering  the  goods  to  the  defendants,  whereby  it 

agreed  that  the  defendaots  should  not  be  responsibl 

PoUotkC  R.    the  loss  or  injury  to  madiles  unless  declared  and  ioa 

iviiia  3.       according  to  their  value :  that  the  goods  were  mai 

ckMKJ/  B.     aod  were  not  declared  or  insured  in  manner  proi 

for  by  the  contract     The  fifth  plea  was  founded  i 

the  defendants'  general  notice:  but  the  late  Soli 

General,  who  ai^ued  the  case  for  the  defendants,  si 

that  he  could  not  support  it  after  the  judgment  ol 

Court  in  Af'Manut  v.  Lancathire  and  Yorkshire  ^ 

roay  Company  (a).     There  was  also  upon  the  reca 

pl«a  traversing  the  bailment  as  alleged  (ii) :  but  this 

was  not  referred  to  in  the  special  case.    The  mal 

facts  are  these.     The  plunliff  was  the  owner  of 

chimney  pieces,  and  had  directed  Mr.  Meiyk  to  tor 

them  to  London.    On  the  30th  Jmu,  1857,  a  notice 

delivered  to  Mr.  Meigh  by  the  defendants,  as  foil 

"  The  North  Staffordthire  Railway  Compam/  hereby 

notice  that  they  will  receive,  forward  and  deliver  g 

solely  subject  to  the  conditions  hereunder  stated  :* 

amongst  the  conditions  was :  "  That  the  Company 

not  be  responsible  for  the  loss  of  or  injury  to  any  mar 

&c.   "  unless  decUred  and  insured  according  to 

value,"     In  the  beginning  of  Jub/,  Mr.  Meigh  seni 

chimney  pieces  to  the  defendants'  station  at  Sbtie, 

directed  the  carter  to  inquire  what  the  insurance  w 

be.    The  carter  did  as  he  was  ordered,  and  took  bt 

(a)  *H.^K.  337.  (b)  Sm  p.  9&9.  Dote  («; 
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message  to  Mr.  Meigh^  from  the  defendants*  chief  clerk,      [i860.] 
that  he  could  not  tell  until  he  knew  what  the  value  of  the       ^^^^ 
marbles  was.     A  day  or  two  afterwards,  the  clerk  wrote     Stapford- 

•^  '  SHIRB 

to  Mr.  Meigh,  statins  that  the  amount  of  the  insurance       Bailwaj 

Company 

depended  upon  the  value,  and  requesting  to  know  for  v. 

what  amount  the  marbles  were  to  be  insured.     On  the 
lOlh  Jufyf  the  following  letter  was  written  on  behalf  of  ^^^P'^' 
Mr.  Meigh  to  the  clerk  of  the  defendants.     «  Old  Hall      9rab»  J.' 

WtOtam  B. 

Manufactory,  Hanlej/y  Staffordshire,  lOth  July,  1857.  CkoMmeUB. 
Mr.  Garden.  Dear  Sir,  Please  inform  us,  as  early  as 
possible,  what  is  your  rate  of  insurance  on  marble ;  and 
we  will  give  you  an  answer  to  jour  inquiries  respecting 
the  packages  delivered  to  you  on  receipt  of  your  reply ; 
and  oblige,  yours  truly,  for  C  Meigh  Sf  Son,  George 
Harding.     Rate  per  cent." 

Upon  receipt  of  this  letter  the  clerk  went  to  Mr. 
MeighL%  place  of  business,  and  saw  his  son,  and  told  him 
that,  until  he  knew  the  value,  he  could  not  tell  the 
amount  of  insurance.  Mr.  MeigKs  son  could  not  tell 
the  value.  There  then  followed  a  letter  from  Mr.  Meigh, 
of  the  16th  July,  as  follows.  **Tou  will  much  oblige 
by  sending  me  the  rates  q£  insurance  on  marbles,  as 
written  for  last  week."  A  clerk  of  the  defendants,  on 
the  same  day,  answered  the  letter  as  follows.  *^  Stake 
upon  Trent,  16th  July,  1857.  Gentlemen,  I  regret  that 
there  has  been  a  misunderstanding  in  reference  to  the 
marble  which  you  wish  to  insure.  I  desired  a  clerk  to 
wait  upon  you  for  a  description  of  the  marble  and  its 
value ;  and  I  understood  that  that  information  would  be 
furnished,  and  have  been  waiting  to  receive  it.  It  is 
necessary,  before  fixing  the  rate  of  insurance,  that  we 
should  perfectly  understand  the  nature  and  amount  of 
risk  that  we  are  about  to  undertake,  and  will  lose  no 
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North 

Stafford- 
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Railway 

Coxnpanj 

▼. 

Pbek. 


Pbllock  C.  B. 
McrHn  B. 

WaiMOH  B. 
ChamneUB. 


time  in  getting  the  rate  of  insurance  fixed,  when  ] 
oblige  me  with  this  information.  I  believe  you  h 
already  been  informed  that  we  cannot  insure  the  mar 
beyond  London.  I  am.  Gentlemen,  Yours  very  respc 
fully,  H.  S.  Miller.  To  Messrs.  C.  Meigh  ^  Son,  Hank 

Several  verbal  messages  afterwards  passed  betwc 
the  parties,  prior  to  the  1st  August:  and,  in  the  rcsi 
the  clerk  of  the  defendants  stated  that  he  could  not  f( 
ward  the  marbles  unless  be  had  written  instructions  fix 
Mr.  Meigh  as  to  whether  they  should  forward  them 
his  risk  uninsured,  or  at  the  risk  of  the  Company  ii 
sured;  that,  if  uninsured,  the  charge  would  be  55i. 
ton,  but,  if  insured,  the  charge  would  be  10/1  per  oeo 
on  the  declared  value  in  addition.  On  the  1st  Augm 
the  following  letter  was  written  and  sent  by  Mr.  Meigk 
authority.  **Hanleg,  1st  August^  1857.  North  Staffm 
shire  Railway  Company.  Gentlemen,  Please  to  forwar 
the  three  cases  of  marble,  not  insured,  as  directed,  t 
W.  Peek  Esq.,  to  be  called  for  at  the  Camden  Good 
Station,  London,  and  oblige  Yours  respectfully,  C.  Mei^ 
per  G.  Whittingham.^ 

On  the  same  evening,  the  chimney  pieces  were  sec 
off;  and  the  charge  for  carriage  made  was  55s.  per  toi 
the  uninsured  rate.  They  arrived  in  London:  but,  apo 
being  opened,  it  was  found  that  they  had  receiTC 
damage  to  a  considerable  amount  from  rust  from  tt 
nails  of  the  cases  having  soaked  through  and  discoloorc 
the  marble. 

The  question  is,  whether,  upon  these  facts,  the  verdi 
is  to  be  entered  upon  the  fourth  plea  for  the  plaintiff) 
the  defendants. 

Upon  the  facts  themselves,  independent  of  the  7i 
section  of  stat.  17  &  18  Vict  c.  31.,  we  apprehend  i 
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doubt  can  exist  but  that  the  defendants  are  in  the  right  [i860.] 
Before  the  1st  August^  the  plaintiff's  agent  was  told  that        north 

he  might  either  forward  the  chimney  pieces  uninsured  at  ^^glf^E^ 

the  owner's  risk,  at  the  rate  of  55s.  per  ton,  or  insured  R»ilw*y 

^  Company 

at  the  defendants'  risk,  with  an  addition  of  10/.  per  cent.  v. 

^  Peek. 

on  the  declared  value.     By  the  letter  of  the  1st  August^ 

he  directed  them  to  be  forwarded  " not  insured."    It  is    P<^oek C.B., 

Martin  d,, 

impossible  that  the  intention  of  the  consignor  could  be  WWei  J., 
more  clearly  expressed :  and,  upon  the  receipt  of  this  ChanneU  B. 
letter,  the  chimney  pieces  were  immediately  forwarded 
(o  London  at  the  non-insured  rate  of  55s.  per  ton.  We, 
however,  quite  agree  that  the  case  must  be  decided  upon 
the  construction  of  the  7th  section;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants cannot  succeed  except  its  requirements  be  satisfied. 

It  begins  by  enacting  that  the  railway  Company  shall 
be  liable  for  loss  or  injury  to  goods  notwithstanding  any 
notice  limiting  their  liability;  every  such  notice  being 
thereby  declared  to  be  null  and  void.  There  are  then 
five  provisos.  The  1st  is  not  material  to  the  present 
case.  The  2d  relates  to  animals,  and  is  only  material 
that  !t  refers  to  the  Carriers  Act,  1 1  6?.  4  &  1  fF.  4.  c.  68. 
The  3d  is  also  not  material.  The  5th  again  refers  to  the 
Carriers  Act.  And  the  4th,  upon  which  the  present 
question  depends,  enacts:  ''That  no  special  contract 
between  such  Company  and  any  other  parties  respecting 
the  receiving,  forwarding,  or  delivering"  ofgoods  "  shall  be 
binding  upon  or  affect  any  such  party  unless  the  same 
be  signed  by  him  or  by  the  person  delivering  such"  goods 
"  for  carriage." 

The  plaintiff's  contention  is,  that  there  was  no  special 
contract  so  signed.  The  special  contract  referred  to  in 
the  4th  proviso  is  clearly  that  mentioned  in  the  6th 
section  of  the  Carriers  Act,  which  enacts  that  nothing 

E.  B.  &  E.  3  8 
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in  that  Act  should  affect  any  special  contract  bet^ 
the  carrier  and  the  other  party  for  the  conveyani 
goods.  And  the  operation  of  the  4th  proviso  is, 
the  contract,  to  be  of  avail,  mast  be  signed;  w 
imports  that  its  terms  must  be  in  writing.  In  our 
nion,  the  letter  of  the  1st  August^  and  the  acting  of 
defendants  upon  it,  does  constitute  a  special  conl 
signed  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso ;  and  that 
effect  of  it  is  to  relieve  the  defendants  from  the  risk. 

It  was  objected  that  it  was  not  signed  by  a  proper  pai 
and  some  cases  were  cited  respecting  the  signatun 
acknowledgments,  to  take  cases  out  of  the  Statute 
Limitations :  but  they  seem  to  us  to  have  no  appli 
tion;  and  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  signati 
**  C.  Meighy^  the  person  delivering  the  goods,  ^\ 
O.  Whittingham^  satisfied  the  4th  provisa 

The  next  question  is,  Whether  the  letter  of  the  1 
August  and  the  forwarding  of  the  chimney  pieces  b;  i 
defendants  upon  the  terms  proposed  in  it  is  a  spec 
contract  within  the  6th  section  of  the  Carriers  Act 
was  decided,  in  Smith  v.  Neale  (a),  that  a  propoeal 
contract  in  writing,  signed  by  the  defendants  and  i 
cepted  by  the  plaintiff  by  parol,  satisfied  the  4tb  secti* 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  so  as  to  bind  the  defendan 
This  is  conclusive  as  to  the  form.  And  the  remaini 
question  is  as  to  the  terms  of  the  letter.  And  io  o 
opinion,  whether  the  letter  be  read  with  the  light  a 
upon  it  by  the  Carriers  Act  itself,  or  by  that  of  the  otb 
letters  and  facts  stated  i^  the  case,  or  simply  by  itself, 
proposes  to  contract  for  the  carriage  of  the  marbles  up 
the  term  that  the  defendants  should  be  free  of  ris 


(a)  2  Cam.  B,  N.  S.  67. 
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First,  we  think,  and  that  clearly,  that  it  can  be  read  with      [i860.] 
the  aid  of  the  Carriers  Act.  And  the  whole  tenor  of  that       north 
Act,  and  more  especially  the  3d  section,  shews  that  the     ^'^"^^'^ 
term  "insured,"  in  reference  to  goods  conveyed  by  car-       R*ilwty 
rienB,  means  goods  carried  at  their  risk  :  and,  if  so,  the  ▼. 

term  "not  insured**  must  of  necessity  mean  goods  car- 
ried at  the  owner's  risk.  Secondly,  we  are  of  opinion  ^^^P'^* 
(although,  considering  the  opinions  entertained  by  others,  WiO^  J*> 
not  so  decidedly)  that  the  letter  may  be  read  with  the  ChanmeU  B. 
aid  afforded  by  the  other  letters  and  facts  in  the  case : 
and,  if  so,  we  should  think  that  no  one  can  doubt  but 
that  the  writer  meant  to  express  by  the  term  "  not  in- 
sured" that  the  plaintiff,  and  not  the  defendants,  was  to 
bear  the  risk.  And,  thirdly,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
letter,  simply  by  itself,  read  according  to  the  under- 
standing of  language  existing  between  carriers  and  their 
customers  (in  which  sense  we  think  the  letter  ought  to 
be  read),  indicates  by  the  words  "not  insured,**  as 
written  in  it,  the  intention  of  the  consignor,  and  was  so 
understood  by  the  defendants,  that  the  owner,  and  not 
they,  was  to  bear  the  risk,  as  clearly,  and  indeed  more 
so,  to  their  minds,  than  as  if  the  special  contract  had 
been  drawn  up  at  an  attorney's  office  in  the  most  minute 
and  fiill  professional  form.  For  these  reasons  we  think 
the  defendants  have  a  legal  defence  to  the  plaintiff's 
claim. 

The  next  question  is :  do  the  facts  stated  in  the  case, 
upon  a  fair  and  reasonable  construction,  support  the 
averments  of  the  4th  plea  ?  And  we  think  they  do.  The 
first  averment  is,  that  the  marbles  were  delivered  to  and 
received  by  the  defendants  to  be  carried  and  conveyed 
under  and  subject  to  a  special  contract  signed  by  G. 
Wliittingham  for  and  on  account  of  Charles  Meigh^  the 
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person  delivering  them :  and  we  have  already  stal 
that  we  think  this  averment  proved.  The  second  av 
ment  is,  that,  by  this  contract,  it  was  agreed  that  1 
defendants  should  not  be  responsible  for  the  loss  or 
jury  to  the  goods  unless  declared  and  insured  accordi 
to  their  value.  And  the  point  is,  whether  the  ten 
'^  not  insured,"  as  contained  in  the  letter  of  the  ] 
August^  is  satisfactory  evidence  of  this;  that  is,  mi 
evidence  as  a  jury  ought  to  act  upon :  and  we  think  it  i 
The  amount  of  insurance  must  depend  upon  the  valu 
of  the  goods.  The  same  amount  would  not  be  paid  fo 
marble  of  10/.  value  as  of  100/.  The  transaction  itsell 
therefore,  indicates  that  there  must  be  a  relation  betweer 
the  price  of  insurance  and  the  value  of  the  goods.  Again, 
the  value  must  of  necessity  be  declared  to  enable  the 
amount  of  the  insurance  to  be  ascertained.  And  we 
therefore  think  there  was  evidence  of  this  averment 
And  as  to  its  truth  we  entertain  no  doubt.  As  to  the 
third  and  last  averment  of  the  plea,  it  was  cletrlj 
proved. 

But,  even  if  this  were  not  so,  the  case  of  Brid  v. 
Dale  (a)  shews  that,  upon  the  facts,  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  the  verdict  upon  the  plea  traversing  the  bail- 
ment {b) :  and  we  should  have  been  prepared  (following 
the  precedent  already  made  in  this  Court)  to  have  sent 
the  case  down  for  a  new  trial  in  order  that  right  mighl 
prevail. 

For  these  reasons  we  concur  with  the  opinion  delivered 
by  my  brother  ErU,  and  think  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  reversed,  to  the 
extent  that  the  verdict  be  entered  for  the  defendaota 
upon  the  issue  joined  on  the  4th  plea. 


(a)  2  M.^W,  775. 


(6)  See  p.  959,  note  («)• 
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Williams  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

The  question,  and  the  only  question  which  has  been 
brought  before  the  Court,  is,  whether  the  4th  plea  has 
been  proved :  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  has  not 

I  must  begin  by  observing  that  the  frame  of  the  plea 
makes  it  necessary  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  signed  the 
special  contract  therein  described.  No  rule  is  more 
clearly  established  than  that  contracts  stated  in  pleadings 
are  in  their  nature  entire,  and  must,  therefore,  be  en- 
tirely and  substantially  proved  as  laid ;  and,  though  the 
importance  of  this  doctrine  has  been  greatly  lessened  by 
reason  of  the  power  commonly  exercised  of  amending 
variances,  yet  the  rule  itself,  I  apprehend,  remains 
wholly  unimpaired,  and,  when  applied  to  the  plea  under 
consideration,  makes  it  necessary  to  prove  the  whole 
contract  in  its  alleged  terms. 

Now  those  terms  do  not  allege  simply  a  contract  that 
the  particular  goods  were  to  be  at  the  plaintiff's  risk 
during  the  transit  The  plea  describes  the  contract  as 
a  general  one  that  the  defendants  shall  not  be  respon- 
sible for  the  loss  of  or  injury  to  marbles  generally,  unless 
declared  and  insured  according  to  their  value ;  and  then 
the  plea  proceeds  to  bring  this  particular  case  within 
these  terms  by  alleging,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the 
goods  in  question  were  marbles,  and  not  declared  and 
insured.  Looking  at  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  it  is 
quite  plain  that  what  the  plea  means  to  aver  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  signed  an  agreement  embodying  the  terms  of 
the  fifth  of  the  printed  conditions  which  the  defendants 
had  made  and  issued  as  to  sending  marbles  (amongst 
other  things)  uninsured.  Possibly  the  pleader  had  a 
discreet  motive  for  this  mode  of  pleading.     The  plea 
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would  be  open  to  difierent  considerations  as  to  the  i 
sonableness  and  validity  of  the  contract  alleged,  if  it 
been  stated  as  an  absolute  and  unqualified  agreen 
that  the  defendants  should  not  be  responsible  for 
loss  or  injury  to  the  goods  during  the  transit  A 
moreover^  the  contract  described  in  the  plea  is  re 
wwiamg  J.  the  ouc  iuto  which  the  parties  appear,  by  the  evidei 
to  have  entered.  Accordingly,  the  main  argument 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  both  in  the  Court  be 
and  in  this  Court,  was,  that  the  contract  so  descril 
has  been  fully  proved.  For  their  contention  was,  t 
the  terms  of  the  signed  order,  *'  please  to  forward  I 
three  cases  of  marble,  not  insured,**  are  equivalent 
saying  *' forward  the  marbles  on  the  conditions  whi 
you  have  made  as  to  uninsured  marbles." 

It  seems,  therefore,  to  me  that,  in  order  to  sustain  ti 
plea  in  evidence,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  the  pUii 
tiff  signed  an  agreement  embodying  the  fifth  of  tl 
printed  conditions.  For  the  truth  is,  that  the  speci 
contract  alleged  in  the  plea  is  contained  in  that  cood 
tion :  and  the  real  question  is,  whether  the  terms  of  tl 
instrument  which  the  plaintiff  signed  can  be  said  to  ii 
corporate  the  condition,  either  by  their  own  force,  or  \ 
reference  to  it,  so  as  to  import  it  into  the  signed  instr 
ment :  and  I  am  of  opinion  in  the  negative. 

It  is  said  that  the  signed  instrument  signifies  that  tl 
goods  are  to  be  forwarded  on  the  footing  of  the  conditic 
by  force  of  the  words  "  not  insured."  I  concede  th 
looking  at  the  evidence,  no  doubt  can  be  entertain 
that  the  parties  so  intended.  But  the  questioo 
whether  the  document  which  the  plaintiff  signed  e 
presses  that  intention.  This  is  not  a  case  where  t 
evidence  shews  that  the  parties  conventionally  osed 
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particular  word  or  phrase  to  denote  something  different      [I860.] 
from  its  ordinary  meaning.     The  words  *'  not  insured" 
are  used  in  their  ordinary  and  natural  sense.     But  the 
fact  is,  that  the  parties,  by  word  of  mouth,  and  by 
exhibiting  the  printed  conditions,  and  by  their  letters, 
had  given  each  other  to  understand  that  certain  conse- 
quences were  to  follow  non-insurance.     Whether  those 
consequences  were  to  be  that  the  goods  should  be  at  the 
sender's  risk  absolutely,  or  in  a  qualified  way,  or  beyond 
a  partial  amount,  or  in  respect  of  what  perils,  the  signed 
instrument  does  not  in  any  way  express.     We  know  that 
the  fifth  of  the  printed  conditions  stipulated  that  the 
Company  should  not  be  responsible  for  any  loss  or  injury 
to  the  goods,  being  marbles.     But  we  derive  our  know- 
ledge of  this  part  of  the  agreement  from  the  evidence 
of  the  making  of  the  conditions  by  the  defendants,  and 
the   conversations  and  correspondence  of  the  parties 
respecting  them,  and  not  in  the  least  from  the  words 
''  not  insured*'  in  the  signed  instrument    In  the  present 
case  the  evidence  as  to  the  stipulated  consequence  of 
non-insurance  happens  to  be  undisputable.     But  suppose 
the  case  had  been  such  as  to  admit  of  the  plaintiff's 
denying  that  he  had  ever  had  the  fifth  condition  brought 
to  his  knowledge,  or  to  admit  of  his  asserting  that  he 
understood  the  consequences  of  non-insurance  to  be, 
that  the  Company  should  not  be  liable  for  the  goods 
beyond  a  certain  amount,  or  that  their  irresponsibility 
was  to  be  subject  to  certain  exceptions ;  as,  for  instance, 
damage  attributable  to  the  neglect  of  their  servants,  or 
the  insufficiency  of  the  carriages  or  of  the  iron  rails.     It 
is  obvious  that,  in  such  a  case,  this  evidence,  as  well  as 
all  the  conflicting  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, as  to  what  were  the  understood  consequences  of 
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DOD-iDsurancc  would  be  admissible,  if  such  evidenoe 
receivable  in  the  present  case.  And  thas  the  vei 
uncertainty,  and  unsatisfactory  conflict  of  testinion; 
vrhich  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  prevent,  woul 
be  let  in.  As  to  this  part  of  the  argument,  I  need  bav 
done  no  more  than  refer  to  the  judgment  of  my  brothc 
Cromptarij  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  appeal 
to  me  to  be  quite  unanswerable. 

It  remains  to  consider  whether  the  fifth  of  the  printe( 
conditions  can  be  regarded  as  imported  into  the  signed 
contract. 

It  is  certainly  allowable,  where  one  instrument  refera 
to  another,  to  look  at  the  latter,  and  regard  it  as  embodied 
in  the  former ;  as  in  the  familiar  example  of  a  dalj 
executed  will  referring  to  a  prior  unattested  will  or 
other  paper.  But  it  is  not  allowable  to  connect  the  two 
by  parol  evidence.  A  long  series  of  authorities  has  fullj 
established  the  rule,  as  laid  down  in  Smart  v.  /Vtf^n(a)» 
that  the  paper,  into  which  the  other  paper  is  sought  to 
be  incorporated,  must  refer  to  it  so  as  to  manifest  what 
paper  it  is.  These  cases  have  proceeded  on  the  same 
principle  as  that  of  Boydell  v.  Drummond  {b\  which  was 
cited  by  Mr.  Jones  before  this  Court.  There  it  was 
sought  to  connect  the  defendant's  signature  in  a  book 
entitled."  Shakespear  Subscribers"  with  a  printed  pros- 
pectus which  was  delivered  at  the  same  time  to  the 
subscribers  to  "  BoydelVs  Shakespear^''  and  by  this  ineaDS 
to  constitute  a  signed  writing  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  But  the  Court  held  that  this  cooU 
not  be  allowed ;  for,  as  the  signed  writing  did  not  refo 
to  the  prospectus,  they  could  not  be  connected  i^ithoot 


(a)  6  Ves,  560. 


(6)  11  Eati,  142. 
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parol  evidence,  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute 
to  prechide. 

So,  in  the  case  otHinde  v.  Whitehouse{a)  (the  statement 
of  which  I  adopt  from  my  brother  Blackburn's  book  On 
The  Contract  of  Sale,  p.  47),  the  sale  was  by  auction, 
subject  to  certain  conditions;  a  paper  containing  the 
conditions  was  read  by  the  auctioneer,  and  then  laid  on 
his  desk  ;  he  wrote  down  the  purchaser's  name  opposite 
the  lots  in  his  catalogue,  which  was  headed  **  to  be  sold 
by  auction,  for  particulars  apply  to  Thomas  Hinde^  but 
contained  no  internal  reference  to  the  conditions.  The 
King's  Bench  held  that  the  bargain  was  contained  in  the 
conditions,  and  that  there  was  no  signed  memorandum 
of  the  bargain ;  that  which  there  was.  Lord  Elhnborough 
said,  was  a  minute  made  on  the  catalogue  of  sale,  which 
was  not  annexed  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  nor  had  any 
internal  reference  to  them  by  the  context  or  the  like, 
and  was  not,  therefore,  a  memorandum  of  a  bargain 
under  those  conditions  of  sale.  And  precisely  the  same 
point  was  afterwards  decided  in  Kentoorthy  v.  SchoJielcKJb). 
The  principle  of  these  cases  seems  to  me  to  be  well 
stated  in  the  same  work  by  my  brother  Blackburn, 
p.  47,  as  follows.  *^  If  the  contents  of  the  signed  papers 
themselves  make  reference  to  the  others  so  as  to 
shew  by  internal  evidence  that  the  papers  refer  to 
each  other,  they  may  be  all  taken  together  as  one 
memorandum  in  writing ;  but  if  it  is  necessary  in 
order  to  connect  them,  to  give  evidence  of  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  they  should  be  connected,  shown  by 
circumstances  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  writings, 
the  memorandum  is  not  all  in  writing,  for  it  consists 
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partly  of  the  contents  of  the  writings  and  partly  of  t 
expression  of  an  intention  to  unite  them,  and  tl 
expression  is  not  in  writing." 

In  accordance  with  these  doctrines,  the  recent  case 
Holmes  v.  Mitchell  (a)  was  decided  by  my  learned  Broths 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  In  that  case  the  Coi 
held  that  a  certain  letter  addressed  by  the  defendant 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  sufficient  guarantee  within  t 
fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  the  wh< 
promise  could  not  be  made  out  without  reference  to  pa 
evidence :  and,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  (3ou 
my  brother  Byles  thus  expresses  himself  (£).  '<  The  wht 
promise,  therefore,  is  not  in  writing,  as  the  statute  requii 
that  it  should  be.  It  cannot  be  made  out  without  refi 
ence  to  previous  conversations.  In  Shartrede  ▼•  Cheek  { 
and  in  Bateman  v.  Phillips  (d)  an  existing  document  or 
existing  debt  was  referred  to  in  the  writing,  so  tl 
evidence  of  oral  statements  was  not  necessary  to  expk 
the  promise.  The  recent  statute,  19  &  20  Viet.  c.  S 
s,  3.,  it  is  true,  abrogates  the  rule  laid  down  in  fFain 
Warlters  («),  and  enables  a  party  to  give  parol  evider 
of  the  consideration  for  a  guarantee.  But  a  con 
deration  expressed  in  writing  formerly  discharged  t 
offices,  it  sustained  the  promise  and  might  also  < 
plain  it.  Now,  however,  parol  evidence,  though 
may  supply  the  consideration,  cannot  go  further,  a 
explain  the  promise."  In  the  present  case  it  appears 
me  impossible  to  maintain  that  the  contents  of  the  sign 


(a)  7  Qm.  B.  N.  S.  361. 

(6)  From  the  report  it  appean  that  Blr.  Justice  BpUs*s  judgmeat  f 
read  by  WiUiatM  J. 

(«)   \  A.^  E,  57.  (cO   15  Eatt,  27.». 

(«)  6  EaiU  10. 


r\ 


XXin.   VICTORIA.] 


1003 


instruments  themselves  made  reference  to  the  printed 
conditions,  so  as  to  shew  by  internal  evidence  that  the 
papers  refer  to  each  other. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  since  no  document  can  con- 
stitute a  special  contract  which  does  not  contain  the 
terms  of  it,  I  think  the  signed  order  under  our  con- 
sideration does  not  amount  to  such  a  special  contract  as 
is  described  in  the  fourth  plea,  and  therefore  that  the 
plea  has  not  been  sustained  in  evidence. 

It  is,  no  doubt,  an  irksome  thing  to  decide  that  the 
defendants  shall  be  made  responsible  in  a  case  where  it 
is  clearly  proved  that  the  goods  were  carried  on  an 
agreement  that  they  should  not  be  so  responsible.  The 
same  reluctance,  however,  would  accompany  such  a 
decision,  if  the  facts  were  that  the  plaintiff  was  clearly 
shewn  to  have  assented  to  be  bound  by  the  printed 
conditions,  but  had  not  expressed  his  assent  by  signing 
them  as  required  by  the  statute.  In  that  case  it  is  plain 
that  the  Court  could  not  decide  for  the  defendants,  without 
disregarding  an  Act  of  Parliament.  In  the  present  case 
it  is  equally  plain  to  my  mind  that  they  cannot  do  so 
without  disregarding  the  long  established  rules  of  the 
law. 

Judgment  reversed. 


[I860.] 

North 
Stafford- 
shire 
Railwaj 
Companj 

T. 

Pekk. 


WiUiam$  J. 


1004 

1858. 


TRINITY  VACATION. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBEK. 


Monday, 
July  5th. 


Henry    Courthorn    Dale,    William    Henry 
Morgan  and  Thomas  Morgan  against  Charles 

HUMFRET. 


/>.  M.  fir  CO'f    T^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  ihe  Court 

brokers  in  X  .         . 

London,  being  of  Queen's  Bench  in  discharging  a  rule  to  enter  a 

employed  bj 

one  s.  to  par.    nonsiiit  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial  (a). 
with  T.  ^  M,,        The  following  was  the  case  slated  on  appeal. 

brokers,  who 
were  employed 
by  pUintiflT  to 
sell  oil,  without 
either  broker 
disclosing  the 
names  of  their 
principals. 
D.  M.  §•  Co. 
delivered  to 


This  action  was  for  not  accepting  linseed  oil  alleged 
to  have  been  bargained  and  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants. 

The  plea  denied  the  bargain  and  sale. 
The  plaintiff  below  {Humfrey)  had  employed  Messrs. 
T.  ^  Af.  a  Thomas  §•  Moore^  who  were  brokers  in  the  city  of  Lndm 
"Sold  this  day  at  the  time,  to  sell  the  oil  in  question  for  him.  One 
^T,  f^!xo  Schenk  was  a  buyer  of  oils,  and  had  employed  the  de- 
ourpnncipal      fendants,  who  were  also  brokers  in  the  city  oi  London, 

ten  tons  of  oil,  '  -^ 

specifying  the     to  buy  oil  for  him. 

terms  and  "^ 

price,  which 

was  above  10/.    The  note  was  signed  D.  M.  fir  Co.,  brokers.    Quarter  per  cent  brokengc 

to  />.  M.  ^  Co.     D,  M.  Sf  Co.  did  not  disclose  the  name  of  their  principal  S.  till  after  the 

lapse  of  an  unreasonable  time,  when  S.  had  become  insolvent.    Plaintiff  sued  D.  M.  tf  ^ 

for  not  accepting  the  oil,  laying  the  sale  as  by  himself  to  D.  M.  fir  Co.    DcfendanU  defied 

the  contract.     On  the  trial,  plaintiff  proved  a  custom  in  the  trade  that,  when  a  broker  par* 

chased  without  disclosing  the  name  of  his  principal,  he  was  liable  to  be  looked  to  tf 

principal. 

Held,  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  (  Cockbum  C.  J.,  PoBodi  €.6.. 
WiUiams  and  Crou/der  Js.)»  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Quecn*s  Bench,  that  evidesctol 
the  custom  was  admissible,  as  not  contradicting  the  written  instrument,  but  explainiog  ^ 
terms,  or  adding  a  tacitly  implied  incident ;  and  that  the  note  thus  explained  was  a  sofficieot 
memorandum  of  the  contract  sued  upon  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  and  that  the  irtio 
lay. 

Dissentientibus  WiUes  J.,  and  Martin  and  Chemn^t  Bs. 


(a)  See  Humfrty  v.  Dolt,  7  E.  ^  B.  *26(>. 
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The  dealing  in  question  was  between  the  brokers,        1858. 
without  disclosing  the  names  of  their  principals.  d^lb 

In  order  to  prove  the  alleged  contract  the  plaintiff    Hp^^'a„, 
gave  in  evidence  two  notes  of  which  the  following  are 
copies. 

**  76,  Old  Broad  Street. 

**  London  14th  Augusty  1855. 
"  Sold  this  day,  for  Messrs.  Thomas  8f  Moore  to  our 
principal,  ten  tons  of  linseed  oil,  of  merchantable  quality, 
at  44/.  per  ton,  real  tare  and  usual  draft :  to  be  free  deli- 
vered during  the  last  fourteen  days  February  next,  and  ' 
paid  for  in  ready  money,  allowing  2^  per  cent,  discount. 

"  Dakf  Morgan  Sf  Co,,  brokers. 
"  Quarter  per  cent,  brokerage  to  D,  M.  Sf  CoJ" 

"  No.  54.     London,  14th  August,  1855. 

"Sold  to  Dale,  Morgan  §•  Co.,  for  account  of  Mr. 
Charks  Humfrey,  ten  tons  linseed  oil,  of  merchantable 
quality,  at  44^  per  ton,  real  tare  and  usual  draft :  to  be 
free  delivered  during  the  last  fourteen  days  February 
next,  and  paid  for  in  ready  money,  allowing  2^  per  cent, 
discount.  "  Thomas  8f  Moore,  brokers. 

"  Quarter  per  cent,  brokerage  to  D.  M.  §•  Co,,  a  half 
to  us." 


The  first  note  was  signed  and  sent  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  said  Thomas  §f  Moore.  The  second  note 
was  signed  and  sent  by  Thomas  8f  Moore  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  was  the  copy  of  a  note  entered  and  signed 
by  them  in  their  brokers'  book.  No  note  whatever 
of  the  contract  was  sent  by  Thomas  Sf  Moore  to  the 
defendants.  The  plaintiff  further  gave  in  evidence 
that,  according  to  the  usage  of  the  particular  trade, 
whenever  a  broker  purchases  or  sells  oil  without  dis- 
closing the  name  of  his  principal,  he  is  himself  liable 
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to  be  looked  to  as  the  purchaser  or  seller^  as  the  ci 
may  be.  And  that  it  was  ia  accordance  with  the  use 
practice  in  such  cases  that  Thomas  8f  Moore  did  d 
send  the  defendants  any  note  of  the  contract.  T\ 
defendants  did  not  disclose  their  principal  till  after  tl 
oil  in  question  had  been  tendered  to  them  by  the  plai 
tiff,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  wh< 
their  principal  had  become  insolvent 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  tb 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  upon  the  ground  tfa 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  alleged  contract  within  tl 
Statute  of  Frauds. 

Mr.  Justice  Coleridffe,  before  whom  the  cause  nf 
tried,  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plain! 
for  the  sum  of  101 L  125.,  reserving  leave  for  the  defen 
ants  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Ben 
should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  for  tl 
jury  of  the  alleged  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  tl 
defendants. 

Afterwards,  on  3d  May  1856,  upon  the  motion  of  t 
defendants*  counsel,  a  rule  was  granted  by  the  Court 
Queen's  Bench,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cac 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  noxisn 
entered,  on  the  grounds :  "  (1)-  That  there  was  no  e 
dence  of  the  alleged  contract  of  sale  and  purcbas 
(2).  That  evidence  of  the  alleged  custom  was  not  a 
missible.'' 

Cause  was  shewn  against  the  said  rule  on  the  4tl 
November,  1 856 ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on 
26th  January  1857,  directed  that  it  should  be,  and  it 
accordingly  was,  discharged. 

Against  that  decision  the  defendants  now  appeal; 
and  they  submit  that  the  rule  should  have  been  made 
absolute. 
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Manisty  argued  for  the  appellants^  defendants  be-  Humfbet. 
low.  The  point  made  at  the  trials  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  the  contract,  is  made  out,  unless  there 
was  both  evidence  of  the  contract  in  fact,  and  a  writ- 
ten memorandum  of  that  contract,  signed  by  the  de- 
fendants, or  an  agent  on  their  behalf,  so  as  to  satisfy 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  C.  2.  c.  3.  s.  17.  The  note 
signed  by  the  defendants  is  not  a  memorandum  of  a  con- 
tract to  buy  as  vendees,  but  of  a  contract,  made  by  them 
as  brokers,  that  their  principals  bought  as  vendees ;  and 
that  was  the  truth.  The  note,  signed  Thjomas  8f  Moore, 
was  not  a  contract  note  signed  by  agents  for  the  defend- 
ants, the  evidence  shewing  that  Thomas  ^  Moore  were 
not  acting  in  any  way  as  brokers  for  the  defendants. 

Pigott,  Serjt,  contra.  The  note  signed  by  the  defend- 
ants states  that  they  have  sold,  that  is,  as  brokers  have 
effected  a  sale,  to  their  unnamed  principals;  and  the 
usage  is  that,  in  such  a  case,  they  may  be  looked  to  as 
the  purchasers.  If  that  usage  may  be  read  as  part  of 
the  note,  it  is  a  contract  of  sale  to  the  defendants  as 
purchasers,  if  the  vendors  please.  The  form  of  a  note, 
*^  Sold  for  you,**  does  not  prevent  either  party  from 
shewing  that  the  person  signing  the  note  was  no  agent 
for  the  vendor,  but  either  solely  agent  for  the  purchaser, 
or  himself  principal ;  Moore  v.  Campbell  (J),  Pennell  v. 
Alexander  (c).     The  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  exclude 

(a)  On  Thursday,  January  21st,  1858,  before  Cockbum  C.  J.,  Polhek 
C.  B.,  WiUiama,  ff^ilet  and  Crowder  Js.,  and  Martin  and  ChanneU  Bs. ; 
on  Friday,  January  22d,  before  the  same  Judges  and  WaUon  B. 

(h)  10  Exek,  323.  (c)  Z  E.  ^  B.  283. 
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evidence  to  shew  that  an  unnamed  principal  is  boar 
by  a  contract  made  in  the  name  of  bis  agent ;  fFUsan  ' 
Hart  {a),  Baieman  v.  Phillips  (J),  Schmaltz  v.  Avery  {c 
And  a  usage  of  trade  such  as  this  is  incorporated  in  a 
written  contracts  which  do  not  exclude  it;  Huttan 
Warren  (rf).  (He  cited  on  this  point  the  authority 
referred  to  in  the  judgment  in  this  case  below  («)).  Bu 
at  all  events,  the  note  signed  by  Thoma$  8f  Moore  is  i 
form  a  perfect  memorandum  of  the  contract  It  is  sai 
that  they  were  not  the  defendants'  agents ;  but  the  mei 
fact  of  dealing  with  a  broker  or  auctioneer  gives  hi 
authority  to  bind  the  contract  by  signing  a  memoranda 
of  it  in  the  customary  manner.  It  is  true  that  in  gener 
the  broker  does  that  by  delivering  notes  to  each  side ;  bi 
here  the  usage  dispenses  with  that 


Manisty  was  heard  in  reply. 


Cur.  adv,  vu 


The  learned  Judges,  not  being  unanimous,  now  de? 
vered  judgments  seriatim. 


miUi  J.  WiLLES  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  writi 

in  this  case  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  because  t 
only  writing  relied  upon  shews  the  defendants  to  ha^ 
sold  as  agents  for  the  plaintiff;  whereas  the  plaintiff,  t 
sustain  his  action,  must  make  out  that  the  defendant 
purchased  of  him  as  principal  As  to  the  alleged  custom, 
I  do  not  believe  that,  as  between  a  principal  and  his  o\n] 
agent,  it  exists  in  point  of  fact:  and  the  finding  of  it,ii 
it  applies  to  such  cases,  must,  I  think,  have  been  founded 


(a)  7  Taunt.  295. 
(c)  16  Q.  B.  655. 


(fr)  15  Eoft,  272. 
{d)  1  Af.  ^  If.  466. 


(«)  7  B,^  B.  266. 
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upon  a  confused  notion  of  the  law.  But,  supposing  it 
to  exist,  and  to  be  extensive  enough  to  apply  here,  and 
to  shew  that  the  defendants  bought  of  the  plaintiff  as 
principal,  it  contradicts  the  writing,  which  states  that 
the  defendants  sold  for  the  plaintiff  as  agent ;  and  that 
writing  is  the  foundation  of  the  action.  I  will  add, 
though  I  am  conscious  of  the  slight  value  of  the  remark, 
that  this  is  the  first  time  I  have  ever  heard  or  read  of 
law  or  custom  making  an  agent,  not  del  credere,  answer- 
able to  his  own  principal  for  not  disclosing  the  person 
to  whom  he  sold,  there  having  been  no  request  by  his 
principal  for  such  disclosure.  Further,  I  beg  to  observe 
that  Wilson  v.  Hart  (a),  and  the  class  of  cases  to  which 
it  belongs,  are,  in  the  above  view  of  the  case,  wholly  and 
so  obviously  inapplicable  that  I  forbear  from  any  remark 
upon  them. 

I  therefore  think  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reverse! 

Crowder  J.  I  think  the  note  signed  by  the  defend- 
ants below  (coupled  with  the  evidence  of  the  custom) 
was  suflBcient  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  17th 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  It  appears,  firom  the 
statement  of  the  case,  that  the  plaintiff  below  bad  em- 
ployed Messrs.  Thomas  jf  Moore,  brokers  in  London,  to 
sell  the  oil  in  question  for  him,  and  that  one  Schenk  had 
employed  the  defendants  below,  who  were  also  brokers, 
to  buy  oil  for  him ;  and  that  the  dealing  in  question 
was  between  the  brokers,  without  disclosing  the  names 
of  their  principals.  The  note  first  put  in  ran  thus, 
**  Sold  for  Thomas  §•  Moore  to  our  principal,"  and  was 
signed  by  the  defendants  below;   and   this  note  was 
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handed  by  them  to  Messrs.  Thomas  8f  Moore.  Th 
was  also  a  contemporaneous  note  put  in  afterwai 
signed  by  Thomas  Sf  Moore^  and  sent  to  the  plain 
below,  which  ran  thus  "  Sold  to  Dale,  Morgan  8f  Co., 
account  of  Mr.  Charles  Humfrey^  &c.  Now,  looking 
the  two  notes  together,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  trans 
tion  was  one  of  sale  and  purchase,  conducted  betw< 
the  two  brokers  for  their  respective  principals,  whi 
names  were  not  disclosed.  And,  according  to  the  ci 
torn  proved  at  the  trial,  the  transaction  in  fact  amount 
to  a  sale  by  Messrs.  Thomas  ^  Moore  to  Messrs.  />i 
8f  Co.y  the  defendants  below.  But  it  is  said  the  nc 
signed  by  the  defendants  below  is  not  a  sufficient  mem 
randum  of  the  bargain  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Fraud 
It  is  true  the  words  are  **  Sold  for  Thomas  8f  Moore  i 
our  principals  ;^  but  that  is  equivalent  to  '*  Bought  c 
Thomas  §•  Moore  for  our  principals."  For,  as  betweei 
Thomas  ^  Moore  and  the  defendants,  according  to  thi 
custom,  it  was  a  sale  to  the  defendants,  their  principal 
being  undisclosed.  And  a  sale  ^^for  Thomas  ^  Moml 
by  the  defendants  to  themselves,  is  in  reality  a  purcbas( 
by  them  from  Thomas  §•  Moore.  When  the  plaintiff  i 
made  acquainted  with  the  contract  which  his  broker 
have  entered  into  for  him,  he  may  step  in  and  sue  upoi 
it.  First,  then,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  bai^o  wa 
in  effect  one  which  made  the  defendants  below  person 
ally  liable  to  be  sued  upon  it  And,  secondly,  that  tb 
note  signed  by  them  was  a  true  memorandum  of  sod 
bargain.  The  real  bargain  was  between  the  broken 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  below,  the  principal  of  Thma 
8f  Moore,  now  sues  the  defendants  below,  and,  as  I  thiol 
may  well  maintain  this  action.  The  judgment  ough 
therefore,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  affirmed. 
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Martin  6.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff 
below.  The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants 
bargained  for  and  bought  of  the  plaintiff,  who,  at  their 
request,  sold  to  them,  ten  tons  of  linseed  oil,  at  a  certain 
price  and  upon  certain  terms  (not  material),  treating  the 
defendants  as  vendees  of  the  oil.  The  plea  was  that  the 
defendants  did  not  bargain  and  buy  of  the  plaintiff  the 
said  linseed  oil  or  make  the  said  contract  as  alleged. 
The  facts,  as  stated  in  the  case  for  our  judgment,  are  very 
clear  and  simple. 

The  plaintiff  had  employed  Messrs.  Thomas  8f  Moare^ 
who  were  London  brokers,  to  sell  the  oil  A  Mr.  Schenk 
had  employed  the  defendants,  who  were  also  London 
brokers,  to  buy  oil  for  him.  The  dealing  in  question 
was  between  the  brokers,  without  disclosing  the  name  of 
their  principals ;  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  two  brokers 
met  and  agreed  upon  the  sale  as  opposed  contracting 
parties.  The  case  thus  proceeds.  In  order  to  prove 
the  alleged  contract,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  two 
notes,  of  which  the  following  are  copies.  ^'75,  Old 
Broad  Street,  London,  14th  August,  1855.  Sold  this 
day,  for  Messrs.  Thomas  ^  Moore  to  our  principal,  ten 
tons  linseed  oil,  of  merchantable  quality,  at  442.  per  ton, 
real  tare  and  usual  draft :  to  be  free  delivered  during  the 
last  fourteen  days  February  next,  and  paid  for  in  ready 
money,  allowing  2^  per  cent,  discount.  Dale,  Morgan 
8f  Co.,  brokers.  Quarter  per  cent,  brokerage  to  D.  M. 
§•  Co/*  ''London,  14th  August,  1855.  Sold  to  Dale, 
Morgan  jf  Co.,  for  account  of  Mr.  Charles  Humfrey, 
ten  tons  linseed  oil,  of  merchantable  quality,  at  44il 
per  ton,  real  tare  and  usual  draft :  to  be  firee  delivered 
during  the  last  fourteen  days  February  next,  and  paid 
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for  in  ready  money,  allowing  2^  per  cent,  discoui 
Thomas  §-  Moore,  brokers.  Quarter  per  cenL  brokers 
to  D.  M.  jf  Co.y  a  half  to  us.**  The  first  note  was  sign 
by  the  defendants  and  sent  by  them  to  Thomas  §-  Moo 
The  second  note  was  signed  by  Thomas  Sf  Moore  a 
sent  to  the  plaintiff,  and  was  a  copy  of  an  entry  sign 
by  them  and  entered  in  their  brokers*  book.  No  co 
of  this  entry  was  sent  by  Thomas  8f  Moore  to  the  c 
fendants.  The  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  that,  accordi, 
to  the  usage  of  this  particular  trade,  whenever  a  brok 
purchases  or  sells  oil  without  disclosing  the  name  of  I 
principal,  he  is  himself  liable  to  be  looked  to  as  t 
purchaser  or  seller  as  the  case  may  be ;  and  that  it  w 
in  accordance  with  the  usual  practice  in  such  cases  t/u 
Thomas  ^  Moore  did  not  send  the  defendants  any  copj 
of  their  entry  in  their  book.  The  defendants  did  Dot 
disclose  their  principal  until  after  the  oil  had  been  ten* 
dered  to  them  by  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  tenns  of 
the  contract,  and  when  their  principal,  Mr.  Schenk,  had 
become  insolvent 

It  was  contended,  at  the  trial  before  Mr.  Justice  OJ^ 
n€/;9^e,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  upon  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  alleged  con- 
tract to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  learned 
Judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  pliuDti^i 
giving  the  defendants  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
A  rule  was  obtained  accordingly,  which  was  afterwards 
discharged ;  and  the  present  appeal  has  been  brought 
The  judgment  in  the  Queen's  Bench  is  reported  in 
7  £Uis  8f  Blackburn,  266,  and  is  of  considerable  length. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  contract  in  this  case  was  t 
parol  contract.  The  contract  was  made  by  what  passed 
between  the  two  brokers,  viz.  TViomas  8f  Moore,  and  the 
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defendants,  and  at  common  law  would  have  been  a  per- 
fectly good  contract.  But,  by  the  17th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  "no  contract  for  the  sale  of  any 
goods"  &c.  "for  the  price  of  lOi  sterling  or  upwards" 
(which  this  was)  "  shall  be  allowed  to  be  good,  except 
the  buyer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods  so  sold,  and 
actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something  in  earnest 
to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  of  payment,  or  that 
same  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  said  bargain 
he  made  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  by  such 
contract^  or  their  agents  thereunto  lawfully  authorized.*^ 
There  was  here  no  acceptance  or  part  payment;  and, 
to  make  the  contract  good,  there  must  be  a  note  or 
memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bargain,  signed  by  the 
defendants  or  their  agents.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  confined  their  judgment  entirely  to  the  note 
signed  by  the  defendants :  they  do  not  at  all  refer  to 
the  note  signed  by  Thomas  Sf  Moore :  but  it  has  been 
contended  before  us :  1st.  That  the  note  signed  by  the 
defendants  is  suflBcient  to  satisfy  the  statute ;  2d.  That 
the  note  signed  by  Thomas  S^  Moore  is  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute ;  and  3d.  That  both  notes  are  to  tie 
read  together,  and  that,  taken  together,  they  satisfy  the 
statute.  The  last  point  was  not  much  pressed ;  and  it 
seems  to  me  clearly  not  maintainable.  The  case  is  not 
one  of  ordinary  bought  and  sold  notes.  A  sale  by  bought 
and  sold  notes,  in  the  ordinary  acceptance  of  the  term, 
occurs  when  there  is  one  broker  acting  for  both  buyer 
and  seller,  who  makes  an  entry  in  his  broker's  book  of 
the  contract,  and  sends  copies  of  it  which  are  called 
bought  and  sold  notes,  to  the  seller  and  buyer  respect- 
ively ;  but  in  this  case  there  were  two  brokers  who  acted 
as  opposite  dealing  parties  to  each  other,  and  there  was 
no  privity  or  connection  between  the  notes  signed  by 
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1858.  ihem.  In  truth  tbey  state  different  coDtracts.  ' 
5*1*  '*°*  stalea  a  contract  made  by  the  defendants  as  brol 
HdHrKET  *°  ^^^"^  principal  for  Thomas  if  Moore.  The  other  st 
a  contract  made  by  Thomat  Sf  Moore  to  the  defend) 
for  the  plaintiff.  So,  also,  I  think  the  note  signed 
Tkomai  ^  Moore  does  not  satisfy  the  statute ;  and 
ihb  reason,  that  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  in 
case  that  Thomas  ^  Moore  were  agents  of  the  defeodai 
and  the  statute  requires  that  the  note  or  memoraod 
if  not  signed  hy  the  party  himself  shall  be  sign^  bj 
agent  thereunto  lawfully  authorized.  It  is  sufficien 
say  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  TTiomat  4*  Moore  v 
such  ^ents:  but,  in  my  opinion,  there  was  evidenc 
the  contrary;  and  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  read 
case  and  not  see  that  Thomas  ff  Moore  acted  as  brol 
or  ^^nts  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendants  ai 
quite  independently  of  and  adversely  to  them,  in 
sense  in  which  this  word  is  used  in  regard  to  the  mal 
of  contracts,  and  as  the  independent  brokers  or  agi 
of  their  principal,  Mr.  Schenk. 

This  view  of  the  case  was  likened  to  the  case  ol 
auctioneer,  whose  signature  in  some  instances  has  t 
held  to  bind  the  vendee :  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  aii 
tude  does  not  hold  good.  There  can  be  no  doubt  t 
if  there  be  a  sale  by  auction,  and  the  buyer  bids 
goods,  which  are  knocked  down  to  him,  and  the  i 
tioneer  thereupon  writes  down  the  price  and  signs 
name  of  the  buyer  in  his  book  or  catalogue,  which  < 
tains  the  terms  of  the  sale,  of  which  the  buyer 
notice,  that  the  signature  binds  the  buyer.  The  i 
transaction  itself  seems  to  me  to  give  authority  to 
auclioneer  to  wrile  down  the  name  of  the  buyer  in 
catalogue,  and  that  thereupon  it  becomes  a  nrii 
memorandum  of  the  purchase,  signed  by  authoritj 
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the  buyer.  But  the  case  of  BartleU  v.  PumeU  (a)  shews 
that  this  entirely  depends  upon  the  facts  of  each  parti- 
cular case ;  and  that  the  auctioneer  is  not  of  necessity 
the  agent  of  the  buyer:  and,  as  I  have  already  said, 
in  my  opinion  there  is  no  evidence  that  Tliomaa  8f 
Moore  were  the  agents  of  the  defendants ;  indeed  I  think 
there  is  evidence  to  the  contrary.  I  therefore  think  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  quite  right  in  confining 
their  attention  to  the  note  signed  by  the  defendants; 
and,  if  k  does  not  satisfy  the  statute,  the  contract  is  not 
good.  As  to  the  17  th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds: 
whether  it  ought  to  be  repealed  as  was  recommended  by 
the  Commissioners  on  mercantile  law,  this  is  not  the  occa- 
sion to  discuss ;  but,  so  long  as  it  remains  on  the  statute 
book,  it  ought  to  be  construed  and  applied  according  to 
its  plain  and  obvious  meaning,  like  any  other  enactment ; 
and  any  application  or  non-application  of  it,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  attaining  the  justice  of  a  particular  case,  would, 
in  my  opinion,  be  wrong  and  most  mischievous. 

I  believe  all  parties  are  agreed  that,  when  the  con- 
tract is  originally  made  by  parol,  the  note  or  memo- 
randum in  writing  must  express  the  real  and  true  terms 
of  the  bargain.  In  Kenworthy  v.  Schqfield  (b)  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd  says  it  cannot  be  called  a  memorandum 
of  the  bargain  which  does  not  contain  the  terms  of  the 
bargain ;  and  this  point  has  lately  been  expressly  decided 
in  error  in  the  case  of  Bayley  v.  Fitzmaurice  (c).  The 
note  signed  by  the  defendants  does  not  in  its  words 
state  the  true   terms  of  the  contract  at  all.     The  real 


1858. 

Dale 
▼. 

HUMFRET. 


Martin  B. 


(a)  A  A.^  E.  792.  (b)  2  B.  8;  C,  945. 

(e)  S  E,  ^  B.  664.,  in  Exch.  Ch.,  reversing  the  judgment  of  Q.  B.  in 
Fiizmauriet  v.  Bayley,  6  E.  ^  B,  8G8.  The  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  has  been  aflBrmcd  in  Dom.  Proc. ;  Fitzmaurice  ▼.  Bayley,  Aug.  3, 
1860. 
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coocxact  was  a  sale  by  Thomas  Sf  Moore,  as  broken, 
their  ondisdosed  principal,  to  the  undisclused  prioci 
of  the  defendantSy  who  were  also  brokers.  So  far  fr 
the  words  of  the  writing  stating  that  the  defenck 
were  the  vendeest,  they  sute  that  they  were  noty  I; 
that  their  ondisclosed  principal  was  the  vendee,  « 
they  were  brokers  or  agents  merely.  In  truth,  the  doc 
meat  is  in  a  fixm  perfectly  well  known  and  in  constat 
use.  It  is  that  of  an  ordinary  sold  note  when  made  oi 
by  a  broker  who  has  acted  on  behalf  of  both  vendor  ac 
vendee.  I  therefore  think  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bern 
were  right  in  holding  that  the  custom  or  usage  wi 
essential  to  the  case  of  the  plaintiff.  In  the  judgmea 
no  reference  is  made  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds  at  all 
nothing  is  said  in  reference  to  it;  but  the  objection  mad 
at  the  trial  was  grounded  upon  it ;  and,  in  reality,  tl 
whole  question  depends  upon  it.  If  the  17th  seclioo  < 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  did  not  exist,  or  if  there  had  bee 
an  acceptance,  or  part  payment,  to  satisfy  it,  there  wool 
be  no  difficulty  in  the  case.  No  objection  is  made  t 
the  usage,  as  being  either  unlawful  or  unreasonable:  bfl 
I  am  utterly  at  a  loss  to  see  where  there  is  a  note  c 
memorandum  in  writing  of  a  bargain  which  shews  tb 
defendants  to  be  vendees.  The  writing  shews  the  coo 
trary ;  it  states  that  the  principal  was  the  vendee,  ao 
the  defendants  brokers.  To  give  effect  to  the  usage,  i 
order  to  support  the  declaration,  would  therefore  impoi 
upon  the  defendants  the  relation  of  vendees,  which  i 
not  shewn  in  the  writing,  but  one  which,  on  the  cootran 
the  writing  shews,  and  truly  shews,  was  contracted  b; 
another  person,  viz.,  the  undisclosed  principal ;  aod» : 
the  judgment  of  the  Queen*s  Bench  be  right,  it  wwi 
of  necessity  follow  that  the  same  identical  wonfa  m 
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writing  would  satisfy  the  statute  in  one  place,  or  as  1858. 
regards  one  article  of  merchandize,  say  London  or  oil,  ^^^ 
where,  or  in  respect  to  which,  the  usage  exists,  and  not 
in  another  place,  or  as  regards  another  article,  say  Liver- 
pool or  sugar,  where,  or  in  respect  to  which,  it  does  not 
exist. 

The  17th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not 
necessarily  require  the  contract  itself  to  be  in  writing; 
but  it  does  require  a  note  or  memorandum  in  writing 
of  the  bargain,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  or  his 
agent.  If  the  contract  be  a  written  one,  properly  so 
called,  it  of  course  satisfies  the  statute:  but,  if  it  be  a 
verbal  one  (which  in  the  present  case  it  was),  a  note  or 
memorandum  of  it,  or  any  other  writing,  properly  signed, 
containing  written  evidence  of  the  real  contract,  is  quite 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute.  But,  according  to  the 
authorities,  and  indeed  to  good  sense,  that  document 
must  shew  in  writing  the  real  bargain,  and  a  bargain  in 
its  written  terms,  evidencing  the  contract  sought  to  be 
enforced,  or,  in  other  words,  the  contract  stated  in  the 
declaration.  Now  the  note  signed  by  the  defendants 
in  the  present  case  is  defective,  in  two  particulars :  First, 
it  states  that  the  defendants  sold  for  Thomas  §f  Moore ; 
this  is  not  true,  and  the  note  therefore  does  not  state 
the  true  contract ;  2ndly,  it  states  that  the  undisclosed 
purchaser  is  the  vendee,  and  therefore  disproves  the 
contract  stated  in  the  declaration,  which  alleges  the 
defendants  to  be  the  vendees.  To  admit  the  usage  to 
prove  them  to  be  vendees  seems  to  me  to  ignore  the  statute 
altogether,  and  to  decide  that  a  contract  within  it  is 
binding  upon  parties  as  vendees,  when  there  is  a  custom 
or  usage  to  this  effect,  although  there  is  no  note  or 
memoraudum  in  writing,  shewing  them  to  be  so.     It 
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bas  been  said  dut,  if  the  cootnd  had  been  in  won 
95  coQtKncd  in  the  writing  signed  bj  the  defendan 
these  wonb  with  the  nnge  would  haTe  established  t 
UabSItT  of  the  defendants  upon  the  present  declaratic 
WiiLoct  lefaiiug  to  the  ditnimstanoes,  1st,  That  t 
wxidsg  does  noc  state  the  tme  baigain^and,  2ndlj,  Tl 
it  is  fcaroelj  within  the  bounds  of  poesibilitj  that  t 
bargain  caold  hare  been  made  exactly  in  these  won 
and  these  alone,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  answer  is^  tl 
the  ^axnte  reqiuiesa  note  or  memoiandom  in  writii^ 
the  bargain  or  contract  sought  to  be  enfivced,  and  tliat» 
the  abeenoe  of  the  other  two  matters  mentioned  in  tl 
statute,  if  such  a  writing  does  not  exist  the  bargain  is  oc 
good,  and  caimot  be  enfoiced,  upon  the  simple  groooc 
that  the  statute  is  not  complied  with;  or,  in  the  wonfa 
oidinarilj  used  in  lefiaenoe  to  the  subject,  the  statote  is 
not  satisBed. 

I  most  add  that,  haTing  Tery  carefully  and  m<»e  than 
once  read  the  judgment  in  the  case  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  I  do  not  at  all  concur  in  the  riew  of  tbe 
law  there  stated,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  parol  eridence 
in  r^ard  to  written  contracts. 


Martm  B.  then  stated  that 


R         Cblanxell.  B.  was  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ol 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  reversed. 


WUBamsl. 


WiLLiAXS  J.  In  thb  case  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  eit 
force  a  barg^n  by  which  the  defendants  promised  t( 
accept  certain  oil.  The  fisurts  are,  that  the  plaintiff  ao 
thorized  brokers  named  Thomai  ^  Moore  to  sell  80i» 
oil,  and  one  Schenk  authorized  defendants,  who  were  ab 
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brokers,  to  buy  some  oil.  The  brokers  met  and  made 
the  bargain  on  behalf  of  undisclosed  principals.  The 
defendants  wrote  a  note  in  which  they  stated  the  contract 
truly,  as  being  for  their  principal,  without  disclosing  his 
name,  and  signed  it  as  brokers,  and  sent  it  to  Thomas 
Sf  Moore ;  they  sent  a  note  to  plaintiff  in  which  they 
stated  that  they  had  sold  the  oil  to  defendants,  without 
more,  and  signed  it  as  brokers.  It  was  further  proved 
to  be  the  usage  in  the  city  of  London  (where  the  matter 
occurred)  that,  where  a  broker  makes  a  contract  without 
disclosing  his  principal,  he  is  himself  liable  to  be  looked 
to  as  the  purchaser  or  seller. 

On  this  evidence  two  objections  have  been  taken  to 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover.  The  first  was,  that  the 
usage  ought  not  to  be  imported  into  the  contract,  be- 
cause it  conflicts  with  the  terms  of  it.  As  to  this  I 
agree  entirely  with  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  that  the  objection  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
second  objection,  and  that  mainly  relied  on  in  the  argu- 
ment before  us,  was,  that  there  was  no  writing  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  It  may  be  observed 
that  the  contract,  in  fact,  was  a  parol  contract,  and  would 
have  been  good  at  common  law.  The  note  written  by 
the  defendants  was  not  sent  in  pursuance  of  any  com- 
pact so  as  to  constitute  the  contract  Nevertheless  it  is 
a  sufficient  note  or  memorandum  of  the  bargain,  to 
satisfy  the  statute,  if  it  duly  states  in  writing  the  con- 
tract sought  to  be  enforced.  The  objection  is  that  it 
does  not  duly  state  it,  but,  in  truth,  states  a  different 
one ;  for  that  the  contract  it  states  is,  that  an  undis- 
closed principal  is  the  vendee,  and  not  the  defendants, 
which  is  the  truth:  consequently  it  was  argued  there  is 
no  writing  which  proves  the  contract  stated  in  the  de- 
claration.    But,  if  this  argument  were  well  founded,  it 
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would  go  to  prove  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  excluc 
parol  evidence  to  shew  that  one  or  both  the  contract! 
parties  to  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods  were  agei 
for  other  persons,  and  acted  as  such  in  making  the  cc 
tract  But,  since  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Hart  {a),  it  I 
been  settled  that  such  evidence  is  admissible,  so  as 
give  the  benefit  of  the  contract  to  the  unnamed  princip 
or  to  charge  him  with  liability  thereon.  So  parol  e 
dence  has  been  admitted  to  shew  that  he  who,  on  tl 
face  of  the  contract,  appears  to  be  the  agent  of  an  ui 
named  principal  is,  in  truth,  himself  the  principal 
Schmaltz  v.  Avery  (&),  Carr  v.  Jackson  (c).  In  the  presen 
case  the  usage  (if  it  be  necessary  to  resort  to  it)  shew 
that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  treat  the  case  as  if  th 
defendants  were  the  principals  who  had  described  them- 
selves  as  agents. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought  tc 
be  affirmed. 


Williams  J.  then  read  the  judgment  of 


Coektmm  C.  J.  CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  o 
the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench,  in  this  case,  should  b 
affirmed.  The  action  was  for  the  price  of  linseed  oi 
bargained  and  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendaod 
The  plea  denied  the  bargain  and  sale.  The  plaintil 
had  employed  Thomas  %  Moore,  brokers,  to  sell  the  o 
for  him.  They  again,  had  employed  the  defendants  fc 
the  like  purpose  ;  and  the  latter,  being  also  employed  b 
one  Schenk  to  buy  oil,  signed  a  note  in  these  terms 
•*  Sold  this  day,  for  Thomas  jf  Moore  to  our  prmeqfa 
10  tons  of  linseed  oil"  (being  the  oil  in  question).    Th 

(a)  7  Taunt,  295.  (6)  \6  Q.  B.  606, 

(e)  7  Exth.  382. 


Cockbum  C.  J. 
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plaintiff  adduced  evidence  to  shew  that^  by  the  custom  of  1858. 
the  trade,  whenever  a  broker  purchased  without  disclosing  d^i,^ 
the  name  of  his  principal,  he  was  liable  to  be  looked  to  HuimiET. 
as  the  purchaser.  Two  objections  were  taken  before  us, 
as  in  the  Court  below,  to  the  verdict  entered  for  the 
plaintiff:  1st,  that  the  evidence  of  usage  was  not  admis- 
sible to  vary  the  terms  of  the  written  contract ;  2d,  that, 
a  written  note  of  the  contract  being  required  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  to  bind  the  defendants,  this  require- 
ment was  not  satisfied  by  a  memorandum  signed  by 
defendants  as  agents,  though  for  an  unknown  principal. 
As  regards  the  first  of  these  objections,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that,  as  the  evidence  was  offered,  not  to  vary^ 
but  simply  to  explain,  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  was 
admissible  on  the  principle  on  which  evidence  of  the 
usage  of  particular  trades  has,  in  so  many  other  instances, 
been  admitted.  The  elaborate  reasoning  on  this  subject 
contained  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  appears  to  me  so  conclusive  that,  if  any  doubt 
could  have  before  been  entertained,  it  is  thereby  entirely 
removed ;  and  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  do  more  than 
express  my  entire  concurrence  in  the  language  and  con- 
clusion of  the  judgment  referred  to.  As  regards  the 
second  objection,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  a  suffi- 
cient memorandum  of  the  contract  to  satisfy  the  statute. 
I  am  of  opinion  that,  where,  either  by  any  rule  of  law,  or 
by  the  usage  of  any  trade,  the  terms  of  a  contract  acquire 
a  particular  meaning,  the  contract  must  be  taken  to  ex- 
press that  meaning,  as  much  as  though  it  had  been  set 
forth  in  eztenso ;  and  I  hold  that  this  obtains  as  much 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  statute  as  for  that  of 
establishing  the  contract  independently  of  the  statute. 
That  this  is  so  when  the  terms  of  a  contract  acquire  a 
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Ig5g^        psiticalar  effect,  other  than  they  would  fHima  fiicie 
port,  by  virtue  of  some  rule  of  law  is,  I  think,  too  c 
to  admit  of  doubt,  or  to  require  aiguoient;  nor,  t 
appears  to  me,  is  the  diflBculty  greater  where  the 
^^*^^^*^*  ticular  signiGcatioD  is  shewn  to  attach  to  the  tenn 

the  contract  by  the  usage  of  trade.  For  it  must 
remembered  that  the  principle  upon  which  evideno 
such  usage  is  admitted  is  that,  as  between  those  i 
are  parties  to  the  contract  and  conversant  with  the  tei 
used,  those  terms  as  clearly  imply  the  particular  meaoj 
as  though  it  had  been  set  forth  in  extenso;  and,  if  I 
be  so  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  effect  and  exU 
of  the  liability,  it  must  equally  be  so  for  the  purpose 
satisfying  the  statute ;  and  to  hold  otherwise  would  le 
to  consequences  altogether  inconvenient  and  absurd ;  I 
it  would  follow  that  in  no  case  in  which  a  writt 
contract  was  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  con 
evidence  of  the  usage  of  trade  be  admitted — a  doctri 
never  dreamed  of  in  the  numerous  cases  in  which  su 
evidence  has  been  admitted.  Now,  accord'mg  to  t 
authorities  cited  on  the  argument,  the  legal  effect  o 
contract  entered  into  by  a  person  as  agent  for  an  und 
closed  principal  is  to  bind  the  agent  as  principal,  if  1 
party  with  whom  the  contract  is  made  thinks  propei 
sue  him.  Besides  which,  in  this  case,  independendj 
any  rule  of  law,  the  like  effect  is  given  to  the  cond 
by  the  usage  of  the  particular  trade.  The  memorand 
must  therefore  be  read  as  though  the  defendants,  wl 
signing  as  agents  for  an  unknown  principal,  had  in  tei 
declared  that  in  the  event  of  the  vendor  not  discovei 
the  principals,  or  preferring  to  hold  them  liable,  tl 
would  be  liable  as  principals ;  for  this  liability  is  tac 
included   in   the  terms  used :  and  I  think,  as  I  h 


CoeUurn  C.  J. 
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before  explained,  that,  if  this  holds  (as  it  undoubtedly        1858. 
does)  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  liability  of  the         ^^le 
defendants,  independently  of  the  statute,  it  equally  holds     humpbet. 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  statute.     It  may  further 
be  observed  that,  unless  the  foregoing  conclusion  were 
sound,  in  no  case  could  an  unnamed  principal  be  sued 
on  such  a  contract,  or  a  party  purporting  to  sign  as  agent, 
but  being  in  fact  the  principal ;  nor,  on  the  other  hand, 
could  an  unnamed  principal  take  advantage  of  such  a 
contract :  yet  the  contrary  is  well  established  by  autho- 
rity and  precedent.     On  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was 
right,  and  that  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

Williams  J.  then  stated  that 

Pollock  C.  B.  was  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of   Byihek  C.  B. 
the  Court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

Charles  Arthur  Heaton  Ellis,  appellant,  against  Monday, 
Richard  Nicholson,  respondent. 

This  case,  decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
on  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  is  reported, 
antd,  p.  283. 


1024 
ia58. 


TRINITY  VACATION. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


The    Mayor    and    Assessors   of   the   City  ai 
Borough  of  RocHESTEB  against  The  Queen. 


(In  the  Matter  of  the  Parish  of  St.  Nicholas 

^HIS  was  a  writ  of  mandamus,  tested  on  26th  Jcamr^ 
1857.  The  writ  contained  suggestions  that  tl 
Mayor  and  assessors,  in  October  1856,  in  the  court  tlu 
holden,  refused,  for  insufficient  reasons,  to  hear  obje 
tions  to  persons  whose  names  were  on  the  burgess  li 
of  the  parish  for  that  year.  It  commanded  the  Maj' 
prismg  sererml  ^jiA  asscssors  of  the  city  and  borough  of  Rochester  imm 
coDUined  »ag-   diatcly  to  hold  a  court  and  hear  the  objections.   1 

gestions  that, 

this  there  was  a  return  by  the  Mayor  that  he  was  d 
the  same  person  who  was  Mayor  when  the  court  w 
holdcn  in  1856,  and  was  willing  to  obey  the  writ  if  I 
lawfully  could  hold  the  Court ;  and  a  return  by  one 
the  assessors  that  he  was  advised  that  he  could  not  be 
the  court  by  law.     To  these  returns  was  a  demurrer  (< 


Mandamus 
directed  to  the 
Major  and 
assetsorsof  R.^ 
a  borough 
within  the 
Municipal 
Corporation 
Reform  Act, 
5  &  6  IT.  4. 
c.  76.,  com- 


at  the  court 

holden  in 

October  1856, 

before  the 

Blajor  and 

assesmrs  for 

the  rerision 

of  the  burgess 

lists  of  that 

year,  the 

Major  and 

assessors 

refused,  for  iiisu£5cient  reasons,  to  rerise  the  lists.    Mandatorj  part  commanding  ibe  Ma; 

and  assessors  to  bold  a  court  and  rerise  the  list  for  the  parish.     The  writ  was  tested 

January  1 857.     There  was  an  insufficient  retam,  and  a  demurrer  thereto.     The  Coon 

Queen's  Bench  having  awarded  a  pereroptorj  mandamus : 

Held,  on  error,  bj  the  Court  of  Elzchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the  jodgnieot  of 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  mandamus  was  properlj  directed  to  the  cxistifig  Ma; 
and  asscs^rs  to  hold  the  Court,  and  revise  the  list  of  the  past  jesr. 

Bj  Ptifhck  C.  R,  Martin  B.  and  9f tiles  J.  ;  dissentientibus  WiOiamt  and  Oowder  Ji. 


(a)  There  were  two  other  writs  of  mandamus,  to  which  there  w 
similar  returns,  and  pleadings  raising  substantiallj  the  same  point  Tl 
were  not  separatelj  argued. 
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The  argument  below  is  reported  in  Regina  v.  Mayor        1858. 
of  Rochester  {a) y  where  the  record  in  two  of  the  cases  is       Mayor  of 
set  forth  at  more  length.  Rochester 

The   Court   of    Queen's   Bench   having  awarded   a    The  Queen. 
peremptory  writ  of  mandamus,  the  assessor  suggested 
th^t  there  was  error  on  the  record,  which  suggestion  was 
denied. 

The  case  in  error  was  argued  by  Sir  F.  Thesiger  for 
the  appellant  in  Hilary  Term  (i),  and  in  Easter  Term 
1858  (c),  by  Hugh  HiU  for  the  Crown,  when  Petersdorff 
was  heard  in  reply. 

The  greater  part  of  the  argument  was  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  Stat.  5  &  6  ^  4.  c.  76.,  and  did  not,  in 
substance,  differ  from  that  in  the  Court  below,  reported 
in  Regina  v.  Mayor  of  Rochester  {a).  Sir  F.  Thesiger 
commented  on  Rex  v.  Sparrow  (d)  and  Regina  v.  The 
Mayor  of  Lichfield  {e\  Regina  v.  Mayor  of  Harwich  {g\ 
Bowman  v.  Blyth  {Ky  Hill  referred,  in  addition,  to 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  (i).  Rex  v. 
The  Mayor  of  Norwich  (A),  Regina  v.  The  Vestrymen^  jfc, 
of  St.  Pancras  (/),  Rex  v.  The  Mayor,  S^c.  of  Carmar- 
then  (m),  Willcock  On  The  Law  of  Municipal  Corpora^ 
tions,  sects.  51,  55,  56  and  61.,  1  RoL  Abr.  513.  Corpora- 
tim  (G)  pi.  5. 

Cur,  adv.vulU 

The  learned  Judges,  not  being  unanimous,  now  deli- 
vered judgment  seriatim. 

(a)  1  E,^  B.  910.  (6)  On*22d  January,  1858. 

(0  On  Mag  3d,  1858.  {d)  2  Stra,  1123. 

(e)  1  Q.  B.  453.  {g)  \  E,  ^  B.  617. 

(A)  1  E.^  B  26.  (t)  5  Q.  B,  1. 

{k)  1  B.  4*  Ad.  310.  (/)  \\  A.^  B.  15. 

(m)  \  M,^  S,  697. 

E.  n.  &  E.  3  u 
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1858.  WiLLES  J.     I  incline  to  tbink  that  llie  judgmer 


M„orof      ^^^  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

BocHMTiK         jjj  jjjg  (joorae  of  the  argument  I  entertained,  and 

Tbe  QoaRii.    entertain,  considerable  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  i 

Wiiui  J.       judgment ;  but  I  likewise  entertain  a  strong  feelinj 

reluctance   to   overrule   tbe   decision   of  the   Cour 

Queen's  Bench  upon   a  subject  peculiarlj  withia 

province  of  that  Court,  more  especially  when  (hei 

tbe  authority  of  Lord  Tenterden  in  Rex  r.  The  Mt, 

of  Norwich  (a),  speaking  of  the  doctrine  as  if  fami 

to  bis   mind,  in   favour  of  the  course  taken;  wh 

however  queetionable  I  might  have  thought  it  had 

matter  been  res  Integra,  I  think  I  ought  not  now 

overrule. 

I  think  the  safer  course  ie  to  afBrm  the  judgmenL 

Omidn- J,  CsowDBB  J.     I  think  our  judgment  ought  to  be 

tbe  plaintiff  in  error  in  this  case.  The  Mayor  and  as 
sors  are  directed  by  this  mandamus  to  hold  a  conrt 
authorized  by  any  Actof  Farliamon^andtodoAJndi 
act  not  imposed  upon  them  by  any  statute  or  by 
common  law.  By  the  18th  section  of  stat  5  &  6  f^ 
e.  76.  tbe  Mayor  and  assessors,  to  be  cboeen  anaui 
in  every  borough,  are  directed  to  hold  ao  open  0( 
within  their  borough,  for  the  purpose  of  revising 
buigese  lists,  at  some  dme  between  tbe  1st  and  15lh  i. 
of  October  in  every  year.  By  the  I9th  section,  ei 
Mayor,  holding  such  court  for  the  revision  of  the  1: 
shall  have  power  to  adjourn  tbe  same  from  time  to  ti 
to  tltat  no  such  adjourned  court  shall  be  held  after 
ISih  day  of  October  in  any  year.     And  the  Mayor  ; 

(a)    I  B.  Ir  Ad.  310, 
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assessors  shall,  upon  the  hearing  in  open  court,  deter-        1858. 
mine  upon  the  validity  of  the  claims  or  objections.    The      Mayor  of  ~ 
court,  therefore,  for  revising  the  burgess  lists  of  each    ^^HMTka 
year  is  limited  by  the  statute  to  be  holden  not  later  than    '^^  Que»m. 
the  15  th  October f  with  an  express  prohibition  from  ad-     Crmrder  j. 
jouming  beyond  that  day.    By  the  48th  section  a  penalty 
of  lOOL  is  imposed  upon  the  Mayor  and  assessors  if  they 
neglect  their  duty.     It  seems  clear,  therefore,  that  the 
only  court  for  revising  the  burgess  lists  of  each  year, 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  is  a  court  which 
must  be  holden,  at  latest,  on  the  15th  October  in  each 
year,  by  the  Mayor  and  assessors  for  the  then  current 
year.     In  the  case  now  before  us  the  Mayor  and  asses- 
sors for  the  year  1856  had  neglected  their  duty,  and 
refused  to  revise  the  burgess  lists  of  that  year.     The 
writ  of  mandamus  was  issued,  in  Hilary  Term  1857,  to 
compel  the  newly  elected  Mayor  and  the  old  assessors 
to  hold  a  court  in  January^  1857,  to  revise  the  lists  of 

1856.  No  such  court  is  contemplated  by  the  statute; 
and  no  machinery  is  given  therein  for  its  sitting  to 
transact  any  such  judicial  business,  or  even  for  its  sit- 
ting at  all.  The  only  judicial  business  which  the  asses- 
sors could  transact  under  the  statute  was  the  revising  of 
the  list  of  1856,  associated  with  the  late  Mayor,  before 
the  15th  October  1856 :  and  the  only  judicial  business, 
relative  to  the  revision  of  burgess  lists,  authorized  to  be 
transacted  by  the  Mayor  against  whom  the  mandamus 
issues,  is  the  revision  of  the  lists  of  1857,  associated  with 
the  assessors  to  be  elected  in  March  1857,  sitting  in  a 
court  to  be  holden  between  1st  and  15th  of  October 

1857.  The  former  Mayor  and  existing  assessors  may 
be  punished,  under  the  48th  section,  by  the  penalty  of 
lOOL  for  refusing  to  revise  the  burgess  lists  of  1856 : 

3  u  2 
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1858.  ''"t  ^  ^*  "**  authority  whatever  in  the  Court  of  Quee 
■  J.  ~7~  Bench  lo  cause  a  new  court  to  sit  in  order  to  accompl 
BocBEBTEE  that  object,  and  to  punish  the  tnerobers  of  it  hy  attai 
Tha  Qdkem.  ment  if  they  do  Dot.  No  case  decided  after  argumi 
Qfg^„  J  has  carried  the  power  of  the  prerogative  writ  of  n» 
damus  to  the  extent  of  creating  a  new  court  to  be  h< 
hy  BHsoriaiing  persons  together  for  judicial  purposes,  t 
so  associated  by  statute  or  common  law.  Before  at 
7  W.i  Si  \  Vict.  c.  78.  DO  power  existed,  by  mandan: 
or  otherwise,  to  obtain  the  admission  of  a  huigcss  on  1 
roll,  whose  name  had  been  improperty  rejected  by  1 
Mayor  and  assessors  at  the  court  of  revision.  By  sect, 
of  that  Act  this  mischief  is  remedied  hy  express  woi 
of  the  Legislature.  By  the  present  writ  of  mandan 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  seeks  to  apply  a  reme< 
in  the  case  of  refusing  to  revise,  similar  to  that  whl 
the  statute  o{7  Jf.i&l  Vict,  c.  71.  has  applied  to  1 
improper  rejection  of  a  burgess  on  the  list  It  seems 
me  that  no  such  power  exists  by  law  in  the  Conrt 
Queen's  Bench,  and  that  the  remedy  for  the  evil  m 
be  obtained  irom  the  Legislature.  Many  cases  wi 
cited  to  shew  that  the  words  of  sect  18  of  stat.  5  & 
W.  4.  e.  76.  are  only  directory.  But  the  language 
the  19th  section  expressly  limits  the  holding  of  the  co 
to  the  15tb  October,  at  latest,  and  without  power 
further  adjournment.  The  case  lately  decided  in  I 
Exchequer  Chamber  of  Bowman  v.  Blyth  (a)  is  stro 
to  shew,  by  analogy,  that  the  language  of  those  sectit 
is  imperative,  and  not  merely  directory.  Cases  hi 
been  cited  in  which  it  has  been  held  that,  where  justi' 
of  the  peace  are  directed  by  statute  to  do  an  act  a 

(.)  7  E.i  B.  46. 
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given  time^  and  omit  to  do  it,  a  mandamus  will  issue 
compelling  them  to  do  the  act  at  a  subsequent  time, 
nunc  pro  tunc,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  was  merely 
directory.  But  those  cases  seem  to  me  to  have  no  bear- 
ing in  principle  upon  the  case  at  bar.  Other  cases  have 
been  cited,  equally  inapplicable,  I  think,  in  which  a  man- 
damus has  been  issued  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  which  had 
been  improperly  rejected  at  a  prior  Sessions;  for,  in 
these  cases,  if  the  appeal  had  been  received  at  the  former 
Sessions,  it  might  have  been  duly  adjourned  over  to  the 
following  Sessions,  at  which  the  mandamus  compels  the 
justices  to  hear  and  determine  it.  But  the  present  de- 
fendant below,  the  Mayor  for  1857,  could  in  no  way 
whatever  have  legally  cast  upon  him  the  duty  of  revising 
the  lists  of  1856.  It  is  not  the  same  court,  or  an  adjourn- 
ment of  the  same  court,  for  the  same  purpose.  No  con- 
tinuances from  the  court  holden  in  October  1856  could  be 
ordered  to  be  entered ;  because  no  power  of  adjourn- 
ment beyond  the  1 5th  October  exbts  under  the  statute. 
In  all  the  cases  cited,  of  mandamus  to  Quarter  Sessions 
to  hear  appeals,  the  thing  ordered  to  be  done  might  have 
been  done  if  proper  steps  had  been  taken,  first  to  enter, 
and  then  to  adjourn,  the  appeal;  but  here  no  step  could 
have  been  legally  taken  to  give  power  to  the  Mayor  for 
1857  to  revise  the  burgess  list  of  1856.  It  seems,  therefore, 
nothing  less  than  positive  legislation  to  call  upon  him  by 
mandamus  to  do  so.  Although  it  may  be  very  incon- 
venient that,  by  the  default  of  the  Mayor  and  assessors 
of  any  given  year,  a  whole  parish  should  be  disfranchised, 
it  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  much  more  so,  that  the  pre- 
rogative writ  of  mandamus  should  be  arbitrarily  and  ille- 
gally issued,  even  with  the  good  intent  to  remedy  a  great 


1858. 


Mayor  of* 

ROCUFBTER 

Tbe  QvESN. 
Crowder  J. 
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18S8.       cTiL    The  precedent  might  be  dangerous  if  fellow 
*  U>jorof     ««>«  important  cases. 

BocB^Bms        j^j  J  pjijj  gjjj  jjjj  Bulhority  bj  Statute  or  commoi 

The  Qnnx.  p,,  the  Substitution  of  the  court,  which  the  mand 

Cramif  J.     requires  to  assemble,  in  lieu  of  that  wliich  ought  to 

assembled  in  October  1856,  to  revise  the  burgess  lii 

that  year,  I  think  this  mandamus  cannot  be  sosta 

and  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed. 

FOock  c.  B.  Martdt  B.  This  is  a  writ  of  error  from  the  C 
of  Queen's  Bench  complaiuing  of  a  judgment  on  a 
of  mandamus.  The  writ  stated  that  the  city  and  bori 
of  Rochetter  was  a  borough  mentioned  in  the  ache 
to  the  Munitnpal  Corporation  Act,  and  the  parish  o 
NehoUu  a  parish  within  it :  that,  (hi  the  15th  Stpte 
1856,  one  ffUtiam  Lueat  was  on  the  burgess  list  ol 
said  borough,  and  that  one  Edward  Aldtrdey  and  i 
ral  other  persons  were  also  upon  it;  that  W.  L\ 
after  the  Stb  and  before  the  l£tb  September,  object* 
Edward  AldertUi/  and  the  several  other  persons  as 
sons  not  being  entitled  to  have  'their  names  retaine 
the  said  burgess  Ibt,  and  gave  the  town  clerk  notii 
his  objection  in  due  legal  form,  b;  leaving  the  same 
a  man  servant  of  the  town  clerk  at  his  residence  in 
said  city  and  borough,  and  also  gave  to  Edward  Aide 
and  the  several  other  persons  due  notice  of  his  object! 
That,  on  the  13th  October  1856,  a  court  was  dnly  bo 
fer  revising  the  burgess  list  before  Uie  Mayor  and  ai 
sors;  and  that  the  notices  of  objeetion  were  then 
duced  by  the  town  clerk,  and  it  was  objected  that 
had  not  been  delivered  personally  to  the  town  clerk ; 
thereupon  the  Mayor  and  assessor  refused  to  bear 
objections :  by  means  whereof  Edward  Aldertby  ant 
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several  other  persons  were  wrongfully  enrolled  on  the 
burgess  roll.  The  writ  commanded  the  Mayor  and  asses- 
sors to  hold  a  court  and  revise  the  burgess  list  so  &r  as 
related  to  the  names  of  Edward  Aldersley  and  the  several 
other  persons. 

The  Mayor  returned  that  he  was  not  Mayor  at  the 
time  when  the  court  was  holden  for  revising  the  burgess 
list,  nor  was  the  court  holden  before  him,  but  that  he 
was  first  elected  Mayor  after  that  time.  Thomas  French^ 
one  of  the  assessors,  returned  that  he  was  advised  that 
be  was  not  bound  by  law  to  hold  a  court,  as  ordered  by 
the  writ  The  other  assessor  returned  that  he  was  wil- 
ling to  obey  it.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  were  of 
opinion  that  the  returns  of  the  Mayor  and  of  Thomas 
French  were  bad,  and  awarded  a  peremptory  mandamus: 
upon  this  error  has  been  brought 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  was  right,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed.     It 
seems  to  us  that  Rex  v.  Sparrow  (a)  and  Rex  v.  The 
Mayor  of  Norwich  (b)  are  authorities  upon  the  point,  and 
that  the  principle  of  those  cases  establishes  the  doctrine 
that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  compel  the 
performance  of  a  public  duty  by  public  officers,  although 
the  time  prescribed  by  statute  for  the  performance  of 
them  has  passed;  and,  if  the  public  officer  to  whom 
belongs  the  performance  of  that  duty  has  in  the  mean- 
time quitted  his  office  and  has  been  succeeded  by  another, 
we  think  it  is  the  duty  of  the  successor  to  obey  the  writ, 
and  to  do  the  acts  (when  required)  which  his  predecessor 
has  omitted  to  perform ;  and  we  think  all  statutes  are  to 
be  read  with  reference  to  this  known,  acknowledged. 


1858. 

Mayor  of 
Rochester 

▼. 
The  QuBBH. 

FMoek  C.  B. 
Martin  B. 


(«)  2  Strange,  1 1*23. 


(6)  1  B,  ^  Ad.  310. 
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1856.  recognized  and  established  power  of  the  Cour 
jj^  ^f  Queen's  Bench  lo  superintend  and  eontroul  infi 
BocBUTn  jurisdictions  and  authorities  of  every  kind.  So  reai 
Tha  Qgbbr.  tills  statute,  we  think  it  sustains  the  judgment  of 
Puit>Hi  c  B.  ^'^'^rt  of  Queen's  Bcncli  as  much  as  if  express  « 
M'RiB  B.  i^ere  found  in  it  directing  what  that  Court  has  ordci 
We  therefore  attach  no  importance  to  the  cirCumsL 
that  the  Mayor  came  into  oiBce  afler  the  time  whec 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  directed  the  court  t( 
holden.  He  is  a  public  officer,  and,  as  Mayor,  is 
proper  person  to  perform  this  public  duty,  and  thert 
ought  to  perform  it.  We  agree  with  the  opinion  of  ] 
EUejiboTOugh,  as  expressed  on  a  subject  somewhat  sii 
in  Rex  v.  The  Justicet  of  Denbi^ktkire  {a),  that  com 
sense  requires  that,  if  the  burgess  list  of  a  borough  ht 
properly  revised  at  the  proper  time,  it  should  be  • 
afterwards.  But,  were  there  no  authority  upon  the 
ject,  we  should  be  prepared,  upon  principle,  to  affirn 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  That  C 
has  power,  by  the  prerogative  writ  of  mandamus,  to  an 
all  errors  which  tend  to  the  oppression  of  the  Bubje 
other  misgovernment,  and  ought  to  he  used  when  tht 
has  provided  no  specific  remedy,  and  justice  and  j 
government  require  that  there  ought  to  be  one  fo: 
execution  of  the  common  law  or  the  provisions 
statute ;  Comtftus  Digest,  Mandamus  (A).  This  ie 
purpose  fur  which  the  writ  has  been  used  in  the  pn 
instance  ;  and,  were  there  not  this  remedy,  it  woul 
in  the  power  of  the  mayor  and  assessors,  from  mis 
or  ignorance,  or  corruption,  to  disfranchise  any  bor 
or  to  outnumber  the  lawful  burgesses,  by  placing 

(a)  4  £iiil,  H-i. 


XXII.   VICTORIA.  1033 

the  burgess  roll  any  number  of  persons  having  no  legal        1858. 
right  to  the  franchise.     It  was  said  that  the  Mayor  and      M^yor  of 
assessors  were  subject  to  an  indictment  for  a  corrupt    ^^^■■"^ 
exercise  of  their  authority.     This  no  doubt  is  true :  but    '^^^  Quekh. 
the  judgment  on  the  indictment^  though  it  may  punish    p^/oa  c.  B. 
the  guilt,  cannot  redress  the  wrong;  and  such  a  pro-     ^^^*^^ 
ceeding  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  a  case  of  error  in  judg- 
ment or  mistake  in  fact. 

In  our  opinion,  the  want  of  such  remedy  would  be 
inconyenient  to  the  subject  and  injurious  to  the  com- 
munity. Members  of  municipal  corporations  would  be 
deprived  of  their  rights ;  and  the  public  would  lose  the 
advantages  to  create  and  secure  which  those  rights  were 
conferred.  Instead  of  being  astute  to  discover  reasons 
for  not  applying  this  great  constitutional  remedy  for 
error  and  misgovernment,  we  think  it  oiv  duty  to  be 
vigilant  to  apply  it  in  every  case  to  which,  by  any  reason- 
able construction,  it  can  be  made  applicable.  For  these 
reasons,  we  think  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

This  is  to  be  considered  as  the  joint  judgment  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  and  myself. 

Crawder  J.  then  read  the  judgment  of 

Williams  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of    wmicoM  J. 
the  (yourt  of  Queen's  Bench  was  wrong.     I  think  that 
Court  had  no  power  to  issue  the  mandamus. 

That  writ  cannot  impose  a  new  duty  or  create  a  fresh 
power.  It  can  only  command  that  already  imposed 
duties  shall  be  performed,  or  that  already  created  powers 
shall  be  exercised.  Thus  in  5  Bac.  Abr.  258  (7th  ed.), 
tit.  Mandamus  (A),  it  is  laid  down  concerning  this  writ 
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185S. 
Mayor  of 

SOCHKSTKK 

The  Qusni. 
WilHanu  J. 


as  follows,  viz. :  *<  It  is  now  an  established  remedy,  a 
every  day  made  use  of,  to  oblige  inferior  courts  i 
magistrates  to  do  that  justice,  which,"  wUhoui  suck  m 
**  they  are  in  duty,  and  by  virtue  of  their  offices,  oblij 
to  do." 

In  the  present  case,  looking  at  the  Municipal  Coq 
ration  Act  (5  &  6  fP.  4.  c.  76.)  on  which  the  quetti 
turns,  it  appears  to  me  plain  that  no  duties  or  powi 
whatever  are  imposed  <x  conferred  on  the  Mayor  ai 
assessors  who  were  in  office  in  January  1857  (on  ti 
2oth  day  of  which  month  the  mandamus  is  tested)  wi 
respect  to  the  revision  of  the  lists  which  took  place, 
ought  to  have  taken  place,  in  October  1856.  This 
demonstrated,  in  |ny  opinion,  as  well  by  the  genei 
scheme  of  the  Act,  as  also  particularly  by  the  48i 
section,  which  enforces  the  performance  of  the  duti 
by  the  imposition  of  penalties  for  the  neglect  of  thei 
on  **  any  mayor,  alderman,  or  assessor  of  any  boroug 
who  shall  be  in  office  at  the  time  herein  appouUedfer  & 
revision  by  them  of  the  burgess  Ust^  Sfc  How  then  ca 
the  Court  of  Queen  s  Bench  impose  on  those  who  wei 
not  in  office  at  the  appointed  time  a  duty,  or  confer  o 
them  a  power,  which  the  Legislature  has  not  thougl 
proper  to  impose  or  confer  ? 

The  principle  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Cou 
of  Quecn*s  Bench  is  founded  appears  to  be,  that  tl 
statute  may  be  regarded  as  only  directory  in  respect 
the  limits  of  time  within  which  the  revbion  is  to  tal 
place ;  and  that,  even  if  it  were  otherwise,  still  the  Coo 
had  power,  in  furtherance  of  justice,  to  command  tl 
revision  to  take  place  at  a  period  beyond  those  limit 
and  that  the  Mayor  and  assessors  to  whom  the  mai 
damus  is  directed,  although  not  a  corporation,  *'coi 
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stitiite  a  standing  and  perpetual  tribunal"  (a)  within  the 
borough,  the  existing  members  of  which  are  competent 
and  bound  (if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  so 
command  them)  to  execute  such  duties  as  the  former 
members  of  it  were  bound,  but  have  neglected,  to 
perform. 

But  what  is  there  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  or 
the  nature  of  the  functions  created  by  it,  to  justify  such 
a  proposition?  The  18th  section  does  not  enact  generally 
that  the  major  and  assessors  shall  constitute  a  court  of 
revision,  but  that  for  the  purpose  of  revising  the  lists 
they  shall  hold  an  open  court  at  some  time  between  the 
1st  and  15th  of  October  in  every  year,  which  (by  sect.  19) 
the  mayor  may  adjourn  "  from  time  to  time,  so  that  no 
such  adjourned  Court  shall  be  held  after  the  15th  day  of 
October  in  any  year.*'  It  is  surely  difficult  to  reconcile 
this  prohibition  of  an  ulterior  adjournment  with  the 
suggestion  that  the  statute  meant  to  create  a  perennial 
court.  It  is  obvious  that  the  machinery  which  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  has  provided  for  the  revising 
of  the  borough  lists  was  borrowed,  mutatis  mutandis, 
from  that  provided  by  the  Reform  Act  (2  &  3  fF.  4.  c.  45.) 
for  revising  the  lists  of  parliamentary  voters  for  boroughs. 
Under  the  latter  the  revising  barrister  is  also  to  hold  an 
open  Court  within  certain  limits  as  to  time  for  revising 
the  lists  of  voters,  which  (by  sect  52)  he  also  may  adjourn 
*'  from  time  to  time,"  but  so  '*  that  no  such  adjourned 
court  shall  be  held  after  the  25th  day  of  October  in  any 
year."  But  could  it  be  contended  that  by  these  enact- 
ments a  "  standing  and  perpetual  tribunal"  is  created  ? 

As  to  the  authorities.    The  case  of  Bex  v.  Sparrow  {b) 


1858. 

Mayor  of 
BOCHESTCB 

The  Quxxv. 
WiOiams  J. 


(a>  7  E,^B,925. 


(6)  2  Sin.  1123. 
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Matror  of 


The  QcKnr. 
W3Bams  J, 


appears  to  have  been  cited  in  the  judgment  of  the  Coo 
of  Queen's  Bench,  as  it  was  in  the  argument  before  v 
to  shew,  not  merely  that  the  enactment  in  the  Municip 
Corporation  Act  as  to  the  time  for  the  revision  of  U 
burgess  list  is  only  directory,  but  also  that,  even  if 
were  otherwise,  the  Court  of  Queen  s  Bench  had  powi 
to  order  the  thing  to  be  done,  though  at  a  period  bejcx 
the  limited  time.  But  the  decision  in  that  case  wi 
founded  exclusively  on  the  opinion  of  the  Court  tiu 
the  statute  under  consideration  was  only  directory  as  t 
the  time  when  overseers  were  to  be  appointed.  Am 
the  same  may  be  observed  as  to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  T% 
Mayor  of  Norwich  (a),  which  was  also  cited  in  th 
argument  before  us,  so  fiur  as  relates  to  the  judgmenti 
of  LUtledale  J.  and  Parke  J. ;  though  certainly  Lord 
Tenterden  laid  it  down  that  the  Court  ought  to  compel 
an  election  of  guardians  in  compliance  with  the  statute, 
even  though  the  clause  fixing  the  time  of  the  electioD 
were  not  merely  directory,  and  notwithstanding  that 
time  had  already  gone  by.  We  were  also  pressed  in 
the  argument  with  the  cases  of  mandamus  to  the  justices 
in  Quarter  Sessions  to  enter  continuances  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hearing  appeals,  which,  it  was  said,  the  justice 
could  not  do  unless  by  virtue  of  the  mandamus.  Bui 
it  may  be  remarked  that  the  object  of  the  Court  o 
Queen's  Bench,  in  directing  the  entry  of  the  con 
tiauances,  is  to  give  a  semblance  of  the  appeal  ha?in( 
been  duly  preferred.  It  is,  in  truth,  a  shift  to  whicl 
the  Court  has  thought  itself  justified  in  resorting,  ii 
the  exercise  of  its  general  superintendence  over  court 
of  inferior  jurisdiction,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  ver 


(a)    1  B,  ^  Ad,  310. 
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difficulty  that  the  Court  would  have  no  power  to  com* 
mand  the  Sessions  to  do  the  illegal  act  of  hearing  an 
appeal  which  bad  not  been  preferred  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute  which  gives  it.  In  other  words, 
according  to  the  explanation  given  by  Patteson  J.  in 
Bex  V.  Hetoes  (a),  the  justices  are  ordered  to  hear  the 
appeal  and  to  enter  continuances  because  these  are 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  hear. 

Assuming,  however,  that,  according  to  these  authori- 
ties, the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  power  to  command 
persons  to  perform  a  function  which  it  was  their  duty 
to  i)erform,  and  which  they  have  neglected  to  perform 
till  it  is  too  late  to  perform  it  legally,  unless  by  the  aid 
of  a  mandamus,  no  authority  has  been  cited  to  shew  that 
the  Court  of  Queen*8  Bench  has  power  to  command 
persons  to  perform  a  jfunction  which  it  was  never  their 
duty  to  perform  at  any  time  whatever.  In  my  opinion 
the  Legislature  has  omitted  to  impose  on  the  Mayor  and 
assessors  for  the  time  being  any  duty  as  to  the  revision 
of  the  burgess  list  of  the  preceding  year,  in  the  event 
of  their  predecessors  in  office  having  neglected  to  revise 
them.  And,  however  inconvenient  this  omission  may 
be,  it  cannot  be  remedied  by  a  writ  of  mandamus  (b). 


1858. 


Ma)  or  of 
Rochester 

V. 

The  Queen. 
WUUaiM  J. 


(a)  Z  A.^  E.  725. 

(6)  See  Regina  v.  Overseen  of  North  Bierley,  ante,  p.  619. 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


Monday, 
Julg  Qth. 


(Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.) 

Robert  Thompson,  Joseph  Lowes  Thompson  anc 
John  Thompson,  appellants,  against  Thoilu 
Dick  Hopper,  respondent. 


npHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  al 
Queen's  Bench  making  absolute  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

The  case  on  appeal  set  forth  the  pleadings  and  the 
whole  of  the  evidence  at  the  trial. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts  on  a  time  policy 
on  the  ship  Mary  Graham.  The  material  pleas  were 
plea  3  to  the  first  count :  That  plaintiffs  knowioglji  wil- 
fully and  improperly  sent  the  ship  ''out  to  sea  in  ao 
unseaworthy  state,  and  when  she  was  not  fitted  for  the 


Action  on  a 

time  policy 

on  a  ship  for 

a  total  loM. 

Plea:  that 

the  plaintifii 

knowingly, 

wilfully  and 

improperly 

lent  the  ship 

to  sea  in  a 

condition  in 

which  it  was 

dangerous  to 

go  to  sea,  and 

suffered  her 

to  remain  in 

that  state  near 

the  shore, 

during  which 

time,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  loss  occurred*     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiflFs  personally  sent  the  ship  oat  to  stt  in  a 
unseaworthy  state,  and  caused  her  to  anchor  in  tne  offinein  that  state.  Whilst  there  sh 
was  caught  in  a  storm  from  seaward  and  driven  ashore,  xhere  was  evidence  justifying  th 
jury  in  finding  that  the  immediate  cause  of  the  loss  was  not  occasioned  in  any  waj  ^  th 
unseaworthiness ;  and,  the  jury  having  found  that  such  was  the  fact,  a  verdict  wu  cstoe 
for  plaintiffs.  There  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  have  drawn  the  coadflBai 
that,  though  the  unseaworthiness  was  not  the  immediate  cause  of  the  loss,  the  loss  vosi 
not  have  occurred  if  the  ship  had  been  seaworthy  when  she  went  to  sea.  No  question  i 
to  this  was  left  to  the  jury. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  having  made  absolute  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  on  the  frou 
of  misdirection,  holding  that  the  plea  was  proved,  if  that  misconduct  of  the  plaintifecci 
sioned  the  loss,  though  it  was  not  the  immediate  cause,  the  Cown  of  Exchequer  Chaabi 
on  appeal  reversed  the  decision.  WiUiavM  J.,  Martin  B.,  WiUtM  J.  and  BrnmmtR  I 
holding  that  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  knowingly  sending  the  ship  to  sea  could  only  six 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  if  it  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the  loss.  Coekbmrn  C  J 
concurring  with  the  majority  only  ou  the  ground  of  the  special  terms  of  the  plea  in  tk 
case.     Crowder  J.  disscntiente. 
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voyage,  and  when  she  was  not  in  a  fit  and  proper  con-        1858. 
dition  safely  to  go  to  sea,  and  at  a  time  when  it  was     Thompsoh 
dangerous  for  the  ship  to  go  to  sea  in  the  state  and       Uoppeb. 
condition  in  which  she  then  was.     And  the  plaintifis 
wrongfully  and  improperly  caused  and  permitted  the 
ship  to  be  and  remain  on  the  high  seas  near  to  the  sea 
shore,  for  a  great  length  of  time,  in  the  state  and  condi* 
tion   aforesaid,   and  without  a  master,  and  without  a 
proper  crew  to  manage  and  navigate  her  on  the  said 
voyage:  during  which  time  the  said  ship,  by  reason  of  the 
premises^  became  and  was  wrecked  and  wholly  lost :"  and 
a  similar  plea  to  the  second  count.     To  each  plea  was  a 
demurrer^  and  issue.     The  pleas  were  held  good  on 
demurrer  by  the  Court  of  Queen  s  Bench  (a). 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried,  before  Bramwell  6., 
at  the  Summer  Assizes  1856,  at  Durham^  when  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintifis.  The  whole  evidence  was 
set  out  in  the  case  on  appeal ;  but  it  was  agreed  on  the 
argument  that  the  abstract  of  the  facts  given  in  the 
report  of  the  case  below  {b)  was  sufficiently  accurate ; 
except  that  the  jury  had  found  '*  that  the  ship  was  not 
lost  in  the  state  and  condition  in  which  she  lefl:  the  har- 
bour;*' which  finding  was  not  mentioned  in  the  report 
below,  but  did  not  become  material.  The  abstract  is 
therefore  not  repeated. 

In  Hilary  Term  1858  (c),  Atherton  argued  for  the 
appellants  (plaintiffs  below),  and  Manisty  for  the  respon* 
dent  (defendant  below).  The  aiguments  and  autho* 
rities  sufficiently  appear  fi'om  the  judgments. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

(a)  See  Thompson  t.  Hopper,  6  E,  9c  B,  172. 
(6)  See  TAomjMOfi  y.  Hopper,  6  B,  ^  B.  937. 
(e)    J^urtday,  January  21st. 
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I608.  ^^  ^^^^  Term,  there  being  a  difTerence  of  opinic 

Tbohpbdn     ^^^  Bench,  the  learned  Judges    delivered   judg 
'■  seriatim. 


Cbowdeb  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is  whi 
the  learned  Judge's  direction  at  the  trial,  upon  the 
joined  on  the  3d  plea,  was  eufiBcient ;  and  I  am  of  op 
it  was  not.  The  validity  of  that  plea  as  a  defence  t 
action  was  questioned  upon  demurrer,  and  affinnc 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
Court  held  that  unseaworthiness  per  se  was  no  del 
upon  a  time  policy,  and  that  therefore  the  two  first 
were  bad ;  but  the  third  plea,  in  addition  to  the  al 
tion  of  unseaworthiness,  charges  the  plaintiflis  witt 
fully  sending  the  ship  to  sea  in  an  unseawortfay 
and  causing  her  to  be  detained  in  such  slate  in  a  da 
0U8  place  for  some  time,  during  which  time,  by  r 
of  the  premises,  she  was  wrecked  and  lost  Thia 
was  held  to  be  a  good  defence  to  the  action. 

Several  questions  were  put  to  the  jury  by  the  lei 
Judge  at  the  trial ;  and  they  found,  among  other  tl 
that  the  ship  was  sent  to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  t 
but  that  the  loss  was  not  occasioned  directly  or  indii 
by  the  unseaworihinesa.  The  olyection  to  the  sum 
up  is,  that  the  main  ground  of  defence  in  the  thirc 
was  not  submitted  to  the  jury  al  all,  viz.  wheihe 
loss  was  occasioned  by  the  pluntifls*  wrongful  a 
sending  the  ship  to  sea  unseaworthy,  and  delainin 
there  in  a  dangerous  position,  there  being  eviden 
shew  that,  if  she  had  not  been  sent  to  sea  unaeaw< 
or  not  kept  there  unseaworthy  near  the  shore,  she  1 
have  sailed  away,  and  avoided  the  perils  of  th 
which  she  there   encountered,   and  which  wert 
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proximate  cause  of  her  loss.  The  learned  Judge's  direc- 
tion to  the  jury  at  the  trial  proceeded  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  underwriters  would  only  be  excused  under 
the  third  plea  if  the  loss  was  proximately  occasioned 
by  the  ship's  unseaworthiness ;  whereas  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  substantial  ground  of  defence  in  that  plea  is 
that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
assured  in  knowingly  and  wilfully  sending  the  ship  to 
sea  in  an  unseaworthy  condition,  whereby  she  was  ex- 
posed to  those  perils  of  the  sea  which  immediately  caused 
her  loss,  and  which,  but  for  that  wrongful  act  of  the 
assured,  she  would  have  escaped,  although  in  fact  the 
loss  was  accidental  and  unconnected  with  her  state  of 
unseaworthiness.  The  two  cases  cited  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Davis  v.  Garrett  (a) 
and  Bell  v.  Carstairs  (b)  strongly  support,  in  principle, 
that  judgment.  As  against  the  underwriters,  it  can 
hardly  be  contended  that  wilfully  sending  the  ship  to  sea 
in  an  unseaworthy  condition  is  not  a  wrongful  act ;  and, 
if  so,  I  think  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  directed  to 
consider  the  question  whether  that  wrongful  act  occa- 
sioned the  loss  proximately  by  the  perik  of  the  sea, 
not  because  she  was  unseaworthy,  and  so  less  able  to 
contend  against  those  perils,  but  because  she  was,  by 
reason  of  that  wrongful  act,  placed  in  a  dangerous  posi- 
tion and  so  forced  to  encounter  perils  which,  had  she 
been  in  a  seaworthy  state,  she  might  have  entirely 
escaped.  I  think  there  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  upon  that  question,  which  therefore  ought  to  have 
been  left  to  them. 

Consequently  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  should  be  affirmed. 


1858. 


Thompson 

V. 

Hopper. 
Crawdtr  J. 


(a)  6  Bing.  716. 
£.   B.   &   E. 


(6)  14  i?a«i,  371. 
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1858.  Brahwell  B.  In  thia  case  the  first  thii^  to  be  a 

Thohpjoi  tained  ib.  What  is  the  meauing  of  the  plea  on  whid 
HorpEB.  question  arises.  It  says  that  the  plaintifls  knowingly 
loilfulfy  sent  the  ship  to  sea  in  an  unseawortby  state 
caused  her  to  remain  near  the  shore  in  that  state,  dn 
which  time  the  ship,  iy  nuaiu  of  tht  prtmiaes,  bet 
lost.  Now  I  think  the  meaning  of  this  plea  pi 
"  You,  the  plaintiff,  wilfult;  caused  the  loss"  by  sen 
the  ship  to  eea  in  an  unseaworthy  state,  which  ui 
worth;  state  caused  the  loes.  It  is  as  tboi^  the 
had  been :  "  You  wilfully  caused  the  loss,  to  wit  i 
by  sending  her  to  sea  with  a  hole  in  ber  bottom,  « 
running  her  on  a  rock."  This  I  think  the  meaoin 
the  plea,  and  the  meaning  pot  oo  it  by  the  Qoi 
Bench  (a).  Aftw  quoting  tbe  plea  down  to  "by  re 
of  the  premises"  tbe  ja<%ment  proceeds,  "  here  we  '. 
pertonal  misconduct  cfaaiged  on  the  plaintiflb;  w 
misconduct  produced  the  losa"  Afterwards  these 
sagesoccur:  "a  loss  produced  by  their  own  wrongful 
The  plaintifls'  counsel  said  truly  that  the  perils  of  tht 
must  still  be  considered  tbe  proximate  cause  of  the 
but  BO  it  would  have  been  if  the  ship  bad  been  scu 
or  sunk  by  being  toilfulhf  run  upon  a  rock.  Aecor 
to  the  statement  in  this  plea,  tbe  plaintifls  egieietObfea 
tbe  loss  by  their  xorongfid  act."  I  think  this  judgi 
pUin  to  the  extent  I  have  mentioned,  viz.  as  interpre 
the  plea  as  I  inter{»«t  it.  Then,  what  was  tbe  con 
versy  of  fact  ?  It  was  proved,  and  not  denied,  that 
ship  left  the  dock  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  a  1 
tide,  intending  to  anchor  outside  while  her  captain 
turned  to  tbe  land  in  search  of  some  sailtHs;  and  tha 
did  so,  and  bad  not  returned  to  the  ship  when  she 

{i)  The  reference  n  to  the  jodgrpenl  of  I«rd  CvpbdtC.  J.  and 
ridgt  and  Wlghtman  Ji.  oD  tbe  demarTer;  6  E.  ^  B.  191. 
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lost.     But  the  defendants  said  and  proved  that  the  plain- 
tiffs sent  the  ship  to  sea  in  an  unseaworlhy  condition, 
viz.  that  her  standing  rigging  was  loose,  whereby  her 
roasts  could  not  bear  sails ;  and  so  they  said  that,  when 
the  gale  came  on,  owing  to  her  inability  to  carry  sail,  she 
drove  on  shore.   The  plaintiffs  asserted  that  the  standing 
rigging  had  been  made  fast,  and  that  the  loss  was  attri- 
butable to  her  cable  breaking  close  to  the  anchor,  to  her 
being  unable  to  slip  or  cut  the  cable,  and  to  her  drag^ 
ging  the  cable,  and  so  being  unable  to  sail  or  leave  the 
shore.     The  question  at  the  trial  was  to  which  of  these 
two  causes  the  loss  was  attributable :  and  what  was  lefl 
to  the  jury  was.  Did  the  loss  proceed  from  the  unsea- 
worthiness?    They  found  that  it  did  not,   but  arose 
from  the  breaking  of  the  cable,  and  the  inability  of  the 
crew  to  cut  or  slip  it,  and  its  dragging ;  and  that  the 
inability  was  accidental  and  arising  at  the  moment,  and 
was  not  caused  directly  or   indirectly  by   any   unsea- 
worthiness.    I  do  not  agree  with  Mr.  Atherton  that  the 
jury  found  that  the  ship  was  seaworthy;  all  they  found 
was,  that  the  loss  was  not  owing  to  any  unseaworthiness, 
and  would  have  taken  place  from  the  same  cause,  whether 
the  ship  was  seaworthy  or  otherwise.    It  is  now  objected 
that  this  finding  is  insuflScient,  not  on  the  ground  that 
the  reparation  of  the  defective  state  of  the  rigging  may 
have  delayed  the  weighing  of  the  anchor  till  it  was  too 
stormy  for  the  crew  to  weigh  or  slip  it  as  they  might 
have  done  in  calmer  weather,  and  so  the  unseaworthy 
state  of  the  rigging  caused  the  inability  to  weigh  the 
anchor  or  slip  the  cable,  and  so  caused  the  loss;  nor  on 
the  ground  that  had  she  been  seaworthy  she  would  have 
sailed  away  sooner,  or  tried  to  do  so  when  the  storm 
came ;  but  on  a  different  ground.     Whether  any  such 

3x2 
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Thompson 

V. 

Hopper. 
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qnestioos  propeily  arose  od  the  evidence,  or  vh 
the  plea  raised  tbem,  or  whether  the  joty  has  ir 
detennioed  them,  it  is  not  neceaearj  to  consider 
objectidii  made  is  founded  on  different  considers 
That  objection  is,  that  it  was  not  left  to  the  jury  I 
whether  or  not  the  moring  caose  of  the  loes  «a 
sending  of  the  ship  to  sea  in  an  onseaworthy  state,  ^ 
rendered  it  necessary  to  detain  the  ship  in  a  dai^ 
pbntion  far  a  considend^le  tittie.  That  this  is  the  c 
tioo  appears  from  the  passage  in  the  judgment  (a), 
impending  storm  orertook  her  while  in  the  roads 
and,  by  an  accident  umetmructed  wUh  Hie  ttmeateorth 
she  was  wrecked ;  bnt  if  she  had  been  seaworthy  wbe 
left  the  harbour,  and  had  prosecuted  her  voyage  wil 
being  broi^ht  up  and  remaining  in  the  roadstead,  i 
is  strong  reason  for  believing  she  would  have  weatl: 
the  storm  and  reached  her  portof  destination  in  sal 
So  that  the  objection  is  that  (though  (he  jury  have  fi 
her  unseaworthiness  did  not  cause  her  loss)  thej  o 
to  have  been  told,  if  you  find  the  ship  was  sent  to 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  an  unseaworthy  condition,  kept 
the  shore  in  that  condition  because  she  was  in 
condition,  and  was  there  caught  by  the  storm  and 
you  ought  to  find  for  the  defendants.  From  tb 
dissent.  1st.  There  was  no  evidence  she  was 
there  because  she  was  unseaworthy ;  she  left  the 
hour,  not  because  she  was  unseaworthy,  but  lo  n 
tide ;  she  stayed  where  she  was,  not  because  she 
unseaworthy,  but  to  wait  for  her  captain  and  son 
her  crew.  Had  she  been  seaworthy  she  wonid 
left  the  harbour,  anchored  and  waited  just  as  she 
There  was  therefore  no  evidence  of  that  which 
said  ought  to  bare  been  left.  2nd.  Assuming 
(a)  6  B.  *■  A  9*6,  7. 
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waited  there  because  she  was  unseaworthy,  the  plaintiffs  1858. 
did  not  cause  her  loss  by  that  unseaworthiness ;  she  was  Thompson 
lost  because  she  could  not  weigh  her  anchor^  and  would  hoppxr. 
have  been  lost  equally  had  she  been  seaworthy,  assuming 
she  was  not.  How,  on  any  theory  of  causation,  can  that 
be  a  cause  with  or  without  which  the  effect  would 
equally  have  happened  ?  Suppose  she  had  been  struck 
by  lightning  while  lying  there,  would  the  plaintiffs  have 
caused  her  loss  by  unseaworthiness?  3rd.  Supposing  it 
to  have  been  a  causing  by  unseaworthiness,  that  is  to 
say,  supposing  her  unseaworthiness  caused  her  to  be 
where  she  was,  and  so  caused  her  to  be  exposed  to  the 
storm  and  to  cause  her  loss,  it  clearly  was  not  a  wilful 
causing  thereby  *'  by  means  of  the  premises.''  Supposing, 
I  say  again,  she  had  been  struck  by  lightning  while  there, 
would  the  plaintifis  have  wilfully  caused  that?  4th. 
The  causing,  if  in  any  sense  a  causing,  is  a  remote 
causing;  it  is  that  the  assured  sent  her  to  sea  unsea- 
worthy,  that  caused  her  to  remain  there,  and  be  exposed 
to  a  storm  if  it  came,  and  so  caused  her  to  be  lost. 
The  maxim,  causa  proxima  non  causa  remota  spectetur, 
applies.  This  maxim  is  recognised,  but  said  not  to  be 
applicable ;  that  a  remote  causing  by  **  improper  conduct" 
of  the  insured  is  enough.  But  a  fallacy  lurks  in  that 
word  *^  improper."  I  agree  a  man  shall  not  take  advantage 
of  his  own  wrong*  But  the  phrase  contains  the  same 
fallacy ;  and  that  fallacy  is  made  apparent  by  the  inap- 
propriate use  of  the  maxim  *<  dolus  circuitu  non  pur- 
gatur."  "  Improper,"  "  wrong,"  and  "  dolus,"  in  the 
sense  in  which  dolus  is  used  in  that  maxim,  are  to  my 
mind  inappropriate  expressions.  There  was  nothing 
improper,  nothing  wrong,  no  dolus,  in  sending  the  ship 
to  sea   unseaworthy.     There   is   nothing   wrongful   in 
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18^8.        sendiog  an   unsca worthy  ship  to  sea;  though  she  u 
Thompson     insured,  there  is  nothing  wrongful  in  burning  her.   The 
^-  wrong  is  in  making  a  claim  founded  on  such  an  act.    Il 

the  insured  were  to  say  to  the  insurer  in  a  time  policy, 
**  I  have  sent  my  ship  to  sea  with  a  bad  leak ;  if  she 
founders  I  shall  make  no  claim  on  you,  but  only  if  she 
is  burned  or  captured/'  where  would  be  the  wrong? 
The  act  does  not  become  wrongful  where  a  claim  is 
founded  on  it  and  its  consequences;  but  the  claim  is. 
That  is  not  so  here.     The  plaintiffs  do  not  say.  By 
reason  of  our  standing  rigging  being  loose,  our  ship  was 
lost,  and  we  claim  of  you.     *^  Dolus  circuitu  non  pur- 
gatur"  means,  You  cannot  fraudulently  do  that  indirectly 
which  you  cannot  do  directly :  and  I  agree  that  if  a  man 
sent  his  ship  to  sea  with  a  false  compass,  in  order  thai 
she  might  be  lost,  and  she  was  lost  in  consequence,  be 
could  not  recover.     But  where  is  the  dolus  in  this  case? 
Where  is  the  intrinsically  wrongful  act,  or  the  fraudulent 
intent?     I  can  see   neither.     In  Davis  v.  Garrett  (a) 
Tindal  C.  J.  expressly  puts  his  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  the  very  deviation  was  of  itself  a  breach  of  doty 
and  cause  of  action,  p.  723.      In  Bell  v.  Carstain  {b) 
the  loss  was  the  direct  consequence  of  the  continuing 
act  of  the  insured.     In  Montoya  v.  London  Assurance 
Company  (c)  the  loss  to  my  mind  was  by  a  peril  of 
the  sea  as  much  as  though  the  tobacco  bad  rotted,    lis 
physical  properties  and  the  action  of  the  sea,  as  th' 
tobacco  was  circumstanced,  injured  it;  and  so  the  Cou 
say.     Baron  Parke,  p.  459,  is  express  that  the  loss  " 
immediately  and  directly  caused  by  perils  of  the  sea." 
I  am  of  opinion  therefore,  1st,  That  the  unseawor 

(o)  6  Bi'ng,  7ia  (6)   14  Eait,  374. 

(c)  6  Ezeh.  451. 


XXL  VICTORIA. 


1047 


ness  was  in  no  sense  a  cause  of  the  loss.  2d.  That,  if 
it  was,  it  was  not  a  wilful  causing  by  the  plaintifis.  3d. 
That,  if  a  cause,  it  was  a  remote  and  not  proximate  cause. 
And  that,  for  each  and  all  of  these  reasons,  **the  ship  was 
not  and  could  not  have  been  lost  by  reason  of  the  pre- 
mises," viz.,  "  by  the  plaintiffs  wrongfully  and  wilfully 
sending  her  to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  state,"  the  jury 
having  found  as  they  did.  Consequently  that  the  ques- 
tion left  to  them  was  proper ;  and  consequently  that  the 
judgment  should  be  reversed. 


1858. 


Thompson 

HOPPBB. 
BramweU  B. 


WiLLES  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought 
to  be  reversed.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  founded  upon 
a  misapplication  of  the  maxim  Dolus  circuitu  non  pur- 
gatur.  Dolus  therein  stands  for  dolud  mains,  and  cannot 
mean  simply  any  thing  which  may  lead  to  the  damage 
of  another :  indeed  some  such  acts  constitute  what  has 
been  called  dolus  bonuti ;  and  some  are  damna  absque 
injuria.  Without  entering  into  a  discussion  of  the  pre- 
cise meaning  of  dolus  or  dolus  mains  in  the  civil  law, 
I  may  say  that,  if  dolus,  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used 
in  the  maxim,  can  exist  independent  of  evil  intention, 
it  cannot  so  exist  without  either  the  violation  of  some 
legal  duty,  independent  of  contract,  or  the  breach  of  a 
contract,  express  or  implied,  between  the  parties.  To 
recognise  in  a  Court  of  justice  dolus,  or  wrong,  or  mis- 
conduct, as  a  ground  of  action  or  defence,  apart  from 
these  conditions,  would  be  to  confound  all  certainty  in 
the  law. 

The  authorities  referred  to  in  support  of  the  judgment 
appear  to  me  altogether  inapplicable. 

In  Davis  v.  Garrett  (a)  there  was  a  breach  of  duty,  a 


WWes  J. 
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I8.i8.  breach  of  contract,  viz.  s  deTiation,  and  damage  dir 
Tbdhpmm  traceable  to  that  cause;  and  it  waa  not  proved  that 
Hoppu       damage  would  c(]ually  have  taken  place  without 

operation  of  that  canse. 
inflM  J.  Iq  Bell  V.  Caritairi  {a)  the  loss  waa  the  immei 

and  direct  result  of  the  want  of  proper  papera ;  ai 
was  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  ship,  by  the  law  w 
authorized  its  capture,  if  not  by  (he  general  mari 
taw  (see  Rocaa  {b) ),  to  be  provided  with  those  p^ 
and  the  want  of  thetn  was  the  direct,  immediate 
only  cause  of  the  loss. 

The  case  cXMonttya  v.  London  Auurance  Compaa 
is  inapplicable :  the  real  question  there  was,  as  is 
plained  by  Parkt  B.,  what  was  (he  proximate  cauE 
the  loss  in  that  panicular  case. 

The  maxim  aiid  the  authorities  relied  upon  b 
thus  explained,  I  proceed  to  consider  whether  the 
of  sending  the  ship  to  sea  was  wrongful  in  the  s 
above  indicated.  It  is  not  chained  in  the  plea  to  1 
been  so  in  any  sense  except  as  having  directly,  if 
intentionally,  ted  to  the  loss  of  the  vessel,  and  there 
no  proof  of  that.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  law  to  pre' 
a  subject  of  this  country  from  sending  a  vessel  to 
unseaworthy,  apart  from  considerations  not  eaggei 
by  the  plea  or  existing  in  (he  facts,  such  as  dangei 
life  and  the  like,  coupled  with  a  guilty  knowledge, 
intention.  An  indictment  in  the  terms  of  so  muct 
the  plea  as  was  proved  would  be  frivohtu.  Then 
not  a  tittle  of  evidence  that  the  vessel  was  sent  odI  « 
any  sinister  intention,  or  that  the  risk  to  which  she 

(<■)  I4£<ut,37t. 

(h)  Dt  Aumitatiimaiu;  Not.  xena.  (p.  164  of  Ingtneirt  Traoil* 

(0  6£«A.  461. 
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exposed  was  not  one  which  a  shipowner  uninsured  might 
run  in  good  faith  to  expedite  a  pro6table  enterprise. 
And,  as  to  breach  of  contract,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a 
time  policy  contains  no  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness, either  at  the  commencement  of  the  risk  or  at  any 
other  time.  In  this  respect  I  agree  in  the  opinion 
expressed  by  Jervis  C.  J.  in  Jenkins  v.  Heycock  {a\ 
In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  any  other  violation  of  the 
law,  the  policy  ought  in  this  respect  to  be  held  con- 
clusive upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  jury  have 
found  '^  that  the  vessel  was  lost  owing  to  the  dragging 
of  the  cable,  and  the  inability  to  cut  or  slip  it,  which 
inability  was  accidental  and  arising  at  the  moment,  and 
was  not  caused  directly  or  indirectly  by  any  unsea- 
worthiness.*^ In  the  absence  therefore  of  any  wrong  or 
breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifiis,  unsea- 
worthiness is  no  answer. 

In  effect,  there  being  no  violation  of  the  law  and  no 
fraud  in  the  assured,  an  increase  of  risk  to  the  subject 
matter  of  insurance,  its  identity  remaining,  though  such 
increase  of  risk  be  caused  by  the  assured,  if  it  be  not 
prohibited  by  the  policy,  does  not  avoid  the  insurance. 
I  may  add  that  there  is  a  case  of  SiUem  v.  Thornton  {b) 
which  turned  mainly  upon  a  question  of  identity  of  the 
subject  matter  intended  to  be  insured  at  the  time  of  the 
insurance,  and  may  be  sustained  on  that  ground,  not- 
withstanding our  present  decision.  That  part  of  the 
judgment  in  that  case  which  discusses  the  above  point 
was  not  called  for  by  the  facts;  and,  if  it  was  intended 
to  negative  the  proposition  just  stated,  we  ought  to  over- 
rule it. 

The  direction  of  my  brother  Bramtoell  was  right :  and 

(a)  8  Moort,  P.  C.  Q.  351.  (6)  '6  B.^  B.  868. 
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I85S.        tl>B  JD^meDt  bohlii^  it  incOTiect  oof^  to  be  ren 
Taoanos      ""^  ^  ""'^  ^  *  °®*  *™^  diadiarged. 

MAK-rnr  B.     The  jadgment  wbldi  I  giTe  is  opo 
^"^^  raatnption  that  the  jadgment  of  the  msjoritj  o 

Court  of  Queen's  Bencb  upon  ibe  deroturer  in  tbt« 
is  right.  Upon  this  asmmption  I  am  of  opinion  tbi 
direction  of  my  brother  BroBuoeB  at  the  trial  is  i 
jectionable,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Qu 
Bench  directing  m  new  trial  oogbt  to  be  reTeraed. 

The  question  lo  my  mind  depends  entirely  np<H 
tnie  meaning  of  the  third  plea.  It  stales  that  the  sbi] 
knowii^Iy  sent  to  sea  in  an  onseaworthy  state  and 
dition,  and'  when  she  was  not  fit  to  go^  and  when  i 
dangerous  for  her  to  go.  That  she  was  wrongfully  a 
and  permitted  to  remain  in  this  state  and  condition 
the  high  seas  near  the  shore  without  a  master,  and  wi 
a  proper  crew,  during  which  time,  bynaaomoftlupra 
she  was  wrecked  and  lost.  Now  I  think  this  plea 
every  other  writing,  ought  to  be  construed  according  I 
plain  meaning  its  words  indicate;  and  that  the  wor 
reason  of  the  premitet  indicate  that  the  ship  was  dli 
and  immediately,  by  reason  of  the  matter  stated  ii 
plea,  wrecked  and  lost ;  and  that,  if  these  mattei 
not  at  all,  or  only  remotely,  conduce  to  the  loss,  the 
was  not  proved.  The  evidence  was  th^  the  ship 
wilfully  sent  to  sea  in  an  unseawortby  state  and  ' 
she  was  imfit,  and  it  was  dangerous  for  her,  to  go  to 
that  she  was  anchored  near  the  shore;  and  that,  di 
this  time,  and  when  she  was  in  an  unfit  sute  to  be  ai 
a  storm  came  on ;  the  crew  attempted  in  vain  to  » 
the  anchor;  that  ultimately  the  chain  cable  broke 
forty  five  fathoms  of  cable  were  then  hanging  fron 
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bow  into  the  sea,  and  she  became  unmanageable,  and 
was  driven  upon  the  rocks  and  wrecked.  I  think  the 
Judge  must  be  taken  to  have  directed  the  jury  to  the 
effect  which  they  found  by  their  verdict,  viz,  that,  if  the 
jury  believed  the  loss  was  not  caused^  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, by  any  unseaworthiness,  but  that  it  was  owinf];  to 
the  dragging  of  the  cable  and  the  inability  of  the  crew 
to  slip  it,  which  inability  was  accidental  and  arising  at 
the  moment,  that  the  plea  was  not  proved,  and  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  the  verdict  This  direction  I  think 
right,  upon  the  assumption  I  have  stated,  and  for  the 
simple  reason  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  plea  alleges  the 
loss  to  have  been  caused  by  the  unseaworthiness,  as  the 
direct  and  moving  cause.  The  jury  are  stated  to  have 
found  in  terms  that  the  unseaworthiness  did  not  directly 
or  indirectly  contribute  or  conduce  to  it.  They  have 
therefore  negatived  the  material  fact.  No  doubt  if  the 
ship  had  not  been  sent  to  sea  she  would  not  have  been 
lost ;  but  this  may  be  said  of  every  loss.  Again,  if  she 
had  been  sent  out  seaworthy,  it  is  probable  she  would 
have  sailed  at  once  upon  her  voyage  and  not  anchored ; 
but  this  is  mere  surmise :  the  real  answer  to  both  sug- 
gestions seems  to  me  to  be  that  they  are  causes  remotse, 
whilst  by  law  the  causa  proxima  is  alone  to  be  regarded. 
I  see  nothing  in  this  case  to  authorize  a  departure  from 
what  I  have  always  understood  to  be  the  rule,  that  causa 
proxima  is  the  matter  to  be  regarded.  The  verdict  may 
be  wrong:  but  there  is  an  express  finding  upon  the  very 
point  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  material  one.  In  my 
own  individual  opinion,  enough  of  the  plea  was  proved 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  the  verdict;  for  I  concur  with 
Mr.  Justice  Erie  that  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
applies  to  a  time  policy  made  under  the  circumstances 
shewn  in  the  pleadings.    I  gave  this  question  the  utmost 
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consideration  in  my  power  in  Gibson  t.  Stnall  (a\  ai 
expressed  my  opinion  to  this  effect  in  my  judgmei 
which  is  reported  in  4  House  of  Lords  Cases,  p.  3* 
To  the  opinion  I  adhere.  I  continue  to  think  it  ¥ 
right. 

It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  my  duty  on  the  presc 
occasion  is  to  confine  my  judgment  to  the  point  up 
which  the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench  expressed  tbi 
c^inion  on  the  motion  for  the  new  triaL 


BramweH  B.  then  read  the  judgment  of 


WiMutwui, 


WiLUAMS  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  i 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  reversed, 
think  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  did  d( 
misdirect  the  jury.  The  imputed  misdirection  is,  tlu 
he  did  not  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  find  whether  or  d( 
the  moving  cause  of  the  loss  was  the  sending  of  tb 
ship  to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  condition. 

The  issue  to  be  tried  was  joined  on  a  plea  whic 
alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  knowingly,  wilfully,  wroD( 
fully  and  improperly  sent  the  ship  out  to  sea,  and  cause 
and  permitted  her  to  remain  on  the  high  seas,  near  tk 
shore,  for  a  long  time,  during  which  time,  by  reason  < 
the  premises,  she  was  wrecked  and  wholly  lost  11 
jury  found  that  she  was  lost  owing  to  the  dragging 
the  cable  and  the  inability  to  slip  it,  which  was  ace 
dental,  and  not  caused  directly  or  indirectly  by  ti 
unseaworthiness.  It  must  therefore  be  taken  as  a  fii 
that  she  was  not  lost  by  means  of  any  of  the  premis 


(a)  AH,  L,  Ca.  353,  in  Dom.  Proc.,  aflBrming  the  jodgmeiit  of  t 
Court  of  Exchequer  Charoher  in  Small  y,  Gibtom^  16  Q,  B,  l4U«hi 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Small  ?.  GAt 
16  Q.B,  128. 
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alleged  in  the  plea  as  a  proximate  cause.  But  the 
objection  made  to  the  Judge's  summing  up  is,  that,  inas- 
much as  perhaps,  if  the  ship  had  been  seaworthy,  she 
would  have  gone  to  sea  when  the  storm  threatened,  and 
so  escaped  wreck,  the  jury  should  have  been  asked 
(which  they  were  not)  whether  her  unseaworthiness 
was  not  the  remote  cause  of  her  loss.  It  is  plain  that, 
if  the  ordinary  rule  of  law  as  between  assurers  and 
assured  were  to  be  applied,  it  would  have  been  super- 
fluous to  enter  into  such  a  speculation,  and  the  inquiry 
ought  to  have  been  confined  (as  it  was  confined)  by  the 
Judge  to  the  question  whether  the  unseaworthiness  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss.  The  case  of  Montoya 
y.  London  Assurance  Company  (a)  has  been  supposed 
to  be  an  example  of  some  modi6cation  of  this  doctrine. 
But  it  will  be  found,  I  think,  on  examining  it,  that  it 
was,  at  all  events,  intended  by  the  Court  which  decided 
it  to  be  an  example  of  a  direct  application  of  the  rule. 

The  argument,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
is,  that  the  plea  charges  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  of  which  they  were  personally  guilty,  and 
avers  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  that  misconduct; 
and  that  on  such  an  issue  the  ordinary  rule  is  not 
applicable :  for  that,  when  the  proposition  to  be  main- 
tained is  that  the  loss  was  caused  by  the  wrongful  act 
of  the  assured,  it  is  enough  to  shew  that  such  mis- 
conduct was  the  remote  cause  of  the  loss.  I  do  not 
dispute  the  doctrine  that,  where  a  man  has  been  guilty 
of  misconduct  in  violating  a  duty  he  owes  to  another,  to 
the  operation  of  which  misconduct  the  loss  of  or  injury 
to  the  property  of  the  latter  is  attributable,  he  cannot 
excuse  himself  by  the  suggestion  that  possibly  if  he 
had  not  misconducted  himself  the  loss  might  still  have 

(a)  6  Exch.  451. 
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happened.  Such  a  doctrine  is  well  established 
illustrated  by  the  cases  of  Caffrey  v.  Darby  («) 
Davit  V,  Garrett  (i).  But  I  do  not  see  how  it  i 
plicable  to  the  present  case;  nor  do  I  think  tha 
culpable  imprudence  of  the  assured  in  knowingly  sei 
out  to  sea  the  ship  in  an  uoseaworthy  condition  ( 
being  no  warranty  of  seaworthiness)  is  such  miscon 
or  such  a  violation  of  duty  towards  the  assurer,  as  1 
in  the  application  of  the  maxim  "dolus  circuita 
puTgatur."  The  reasons  for  this  have  been  so  fully  j 
in  the  judgments  of  several  of  my  learned  brothers,  v 
I  have  read,  that  it  is,  I  think,  unnecessary  to  r 
them,  or  to  say  more  than  that  I  concur  with  them. 


Bramwell  B.  then  read  the  judgment  of 


CocKBCHK  C  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgi 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  reve 
Although  it  may  no  longer  be  open  to  dispute  that  I 
is  no  warranty  of  seaworthiness  in  a  time  policy,  I  cc 
with  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (and  for  the  rei 
set  forth  in  their  judgment)  in  thinking  that,  if  a 
insured  in  a  time  policy,  is  knowingly  sent  to  sea  b; 
assured  in  an  unseaworthy  state,  and  is  lost  by  mea 
the  tm  seaworthiness,  the  assured  ought  not  to  he  alh 
to  recover  on  the  policy.  And,  further,  I  ^;ree  tfat 
constitute  a  defence  in  an  action  on  such  a  policy, 
not  necessary  that  the  unseaworthiness  should  have 
the  proximate  and  immediate  cause  of  the  loss,  proi 
it  can  be  shewn  to  have  been  so  connected  with  tbf 
B8  that  it  must  necessarily  have  led  to  it.  It  appes 
me  therefore  that,  if  the  fact  was  that  this  vesse 
confieqaence  of  her  being  sent  to  sea  in  an  unfit 

(a)  G  Va.  488,  406.  (h)  6  Bimy.  723. 


Cockburn  C.  J. 
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dition,  necessarily  increased  the  danger  which  led  to  1858. 
her  loss,  although  at  the  moment  when  the  danger  over-  Thompson 
took  her  an  accidental  circumstance,  and  not  her  unsea-  hoppeb. 
worthiness,  was  the  immediate  cause  of  her  destruction, 
this  would  have  afforded  a  good  defence  to  the  action ; 
and  I  agree  that  this  defence  (to  support  which  evidence 
was  given  by  the  defendants)  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  involved  in  the  questions  submitted  to  the  jury  by 
the  learned  Judge,  or  in  the  answers  given  by  the  jury: 
such  questions  and  answers  being  confined  to  the  unsea- 
worthiness as  the  proximate  and  immediate  cause  of  the 
loss.  But  it  appears  to  me  that  this  defence  is  not  raised 
by  the  plea  which  confines  itself  to  stating  the  unsea- 
worthiness &c.,  and  then  alleges  that  by  reason  of  the 
premises  the  vessel  was  wrecked  and  lost  I  think  that, 
interpreting  this  plea  according  to  the  ordinary  sense  of 
language,  we  must  take  it  to  mean  that  the  unseawor- 
thiness was  the  proximate  and  immediate  cause  of  the 
loss,  which  clearly  was  not  the  case.  If  it  was  intended 
to  allege  that  the  unseaworthiness  occasioned  the  loss  by 
leading  to  a  state  of  things  out  of  which  the  loss  arose, 
the  facts  should  have  been  so  pleaded^  not  as  matter  of 
form,  but  of  substance ;  for  it  is  plain  that  the  plea,  in 
its  present  form,  would  by  no  means  inform  the  opposite 
party  of  the  nature  of  the  defence  intended  to  be  set  up. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  reversed. 

Martin  B.  then  stated  that 

PoLLOCR  C.  B.  was  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of    PoBoek  C.B. 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


TRINITY   VACATION. 

IN  THE  EXCHEQtJER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench.) 

Geoboe  Pehbebton,  Executor  of  Sarah  Shc 
against  John  Chafhan,  Pablie  Officer  o) 
Union  Bank  of  London. 


pajnMntbra     'OIRST  count  by  plaintiff,  as  execotorof  SldroA  £9 

*'«"''''        -T    .  1    ,        ,  .... 

tnuior.auii  for  money  bad  and  received  and  lent  to  the  . 

■  blaLKo^  in  t^fi  iife  of  the  testatrix.    There  was  also  a  coui 

bf  ihe  leiuior,  tn>ver  for  bonds  and  secorities  of  testatrix  convert! 

™'^"°L  i.  the  Bank  since  her  death, 

■ppoinwd  piej  3    tQ  g„t   count:    that  testatrix,  by  her 

»lid  u  *gsin>t  appointed  one   SartUi  McGili  and   plaintiff  exec 

ihongb  tho  and  executor  thereof;  and  that,  after  the  death  o 

execDtrii  testatrix,  Sarah  McGiil  took  upon  herself  the  "bui 

to  ba  Kib  ^f  the  execution  thereof;    and,  afterwards  and  I 

cDtra.tU,**"  action,  the  said  copartnership  satisfied  and  dischi 

Mil»«liieniij     ,]jg  piaintifTs  claim,  in  respect  of  the  matters  h 

to  UK  ptymcDt,  *  ^ 

reftucd  io  ■llow  pleaded  to,  by  payment  to  the  said  Sarah  MeG 

tithough  on       such  executrix  at  her  request." 

pnibtie  iru  Plea  6,  to  the  whole  declaration,  averred  the  app 

ir  ibe  pajDWDt   ment  of  Sarah  McGill  as  executrix,  and  her  ukiug 

tore  mwfa"      herself  the  burthen  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  i 

rte  rMUMVof    1*'^*  ^'  """^  '''*°  proceeded :  "  and,  afterwards  and  b 


Cbamber,  affinning  tbe  judgmoot  of  tbe  Qufen'i  Bencb ;   OwMKni  C.  J.  and  Prmm 
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action,  the  said  copartnership  satisfied  and  discharged        I808. 
the  plaintiff's  claim  in  respect  of  the  first  count,  by    pembeetoh 
payment  to  the  said  Sarah  McGill  as  such  executrix  at      cdapmam. 
her  request,  and  delivered  to  her  as  such  executrix  and 
at  her  request  the  said  bonds  and  securities  for  money 
in   the  last  count  mentioned,  which  is   the  supposed 
conversion  thereof  in   the  last   count  mentioned,  and 
all  which  moneys  so  paid  to  her  by  the  said  copartner- 
ship, and  bonds  and  securities  for  money  so  delivered 
to  her  by  the  said  copartnership,  the  said  SaraJi  McGill 
hath  duly  administered. ' 

Replication  2,  to  plea  3.     That,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  last  will  of  the  testatrix,  and  from 
thence  hitherto,  the  said  Sarah  McGUl  was  the  wife  of 
one  Peter  McGilly   who  is  still   alive  ;    that  she  was 
appointed  executrix,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  said  Peter  McGill;  and  that  he  never  took  upon 
himself,  or  on  Sarah  his  wife,  the  execution  of  the  will, 
and  never  in  any  way  consented  to  Sarah  his  wife  taking 
on  herself,  or  him,  the  execution  of  the  said  will,  and 
wholly  dissented  therefrom.     That  Peter  McGill  never 
in  any  manner  administered,  or  consented  to  Sarah  his 
wife  ever  in  any  manner  administering,  any  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  which  were  of  the  testatrix  to  be  adminis- 
tered.    That,  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  probate 
was  granted  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  to  the 
plaintiff  alone;  that   it  was  always  refused   to  Sarah 
McGilly  although  she  applied  to  be  joined  in  the  pro- 
bate; and  that  the  payment  by  the  copartnership  was 
voluntarily  made  to  the  said  Sarah  McGill^  without  the 
knowledge   or  consent  of   Peter  McGill  and   of  the 
plaintiff,  or  either  of  them,  the  copartnership,  at  the  time 
E.  B.  &  £•  3  Y 
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the  (N^meiit  mm  made,  well  kDowing  that  Sarah  McGUl 
mm  a  nmrried  woman* 

Beplication  1,  to  to  mocb  of  plea  6  as  relates  to  count  1, 
ihnilar  to  replication  2  to  plea  3,  with  the  addition  oi 
a  denial  of  the  avennent,  in  plea  6,  that  Sarah  McGU 
bad  dnly  administered 

Replication  2,  to  so  much  of  plea  6  as  relates  to  tk 
count  in  trover,  similar  to  the  replication  to  the  first  p«i 
of  that  plea,  except  that  an  ayerment  that  the  bonds  «■ 
securities  were  delivered  voluntarily,  and  with  notice  a 
the  coverture,  was  substituted  for  the  averment  that  fh 
payment  was  so  made. 
Demurrers  to  each  of  these  three  replications.  Juiwii  f 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgmeot  for  th 
defendant  on  these  demurrers  (a). 

Error  having  been  alleged  and  denied,  ihecHrva 

argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  before  OiiUmu  CX 

miock  C.  B.,  Cresiwdl,  Crawder  and  mUa  Ja^  a 

Bramxoell  and  ChanneU  Bs.,  on  29th  April  and  In 

1857,  by  Sir  Fitxroy  Kelly  for  the  plaintiff  aod  GL 

fart  Clarke  for  the  defendant.     The  migmuemL'wmmm 

completed  on  these  days.     On  14th  Jmme  1857  the  ansi 

ment  was  resumed  before  Coekbwm  C  J.,.  /VBmI  C  3 

Jf^illiams  and   fFilks  J&,  and  BraatmeU  Wmtam  m 

Channell  Bs.,  when  DManh  was^  in  tlie  akaBBs  at  a 

F.  Kelly 9  heard  in  r^y. 

The  arguments  were^  in  substance, 
the  Court  below. 


There  being  a  diflRn^eBce  of 
die  learned  Judges  now  defireied  judgseac 


>  s 
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Bramwell  B.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment. 

As  a  matter  of  reasoning,  the  case  seems  to  me 
clear.  The  difficulty  is  supposed  to  arise  from  two 
conflicting  rules  of  law  :  one,  that  a  feme  covert  may 
be  appointed  executrix;  the  other,  that  she  cannot 
act  or  accept  an  estate  or  office  except  by  and  with 
her  husband's  consent  But  the  truth  is,  there  is  no 
such  conflict,  as  a  little  examination  of  the  first  sup- 
posed proposition  will  shew.  It  is  sufficiently  accurate 
for  all  ordinary  purposes  to  say  that  a  feme  covert  may 
be  appointed  executrix,  or  to  say  that  A.  may  appoint 
B.;  bat  the  appointment  is  not  a  constituting  of  the 
person  as  executrix  or  executor,  but  is  a  nomination  to 
that  office,  acceptance  of  which  is  essential  to  make  the 
nomination  efiectual.  If  A.  is  appointed  executor  of  B., 
A.  must  accept  the  office  to  make  him  executor;  if  ^'s 
wife  is  appointed,  there  must  be  an  acceptance  of  the 
office.  By  whom  ?  The  wife  alone  ?  It  seems  to  me 
clearly  not :  she  cannot  accept  it  without  her  husband's 
consent.  The  authorities  and  reason  of  the  thing  are 
to  the  contrary.  JFms.  Exor.  166, 3d  ed.  (a),  citing  CrodoU 
pkiuy  part  2.  c.  10.  sect.  2,  3  (6),  is  express  and  in  point 
So  also  the  authorities  collected  in  Wms.  Excr.  part  3. 
book  1.  c.  4.  are  conclusive  to  shew  that  the  husband's 
consent  is  necessary  to  all  acts  of  administration ;  but  it 
is  impossible  to  suppose  the  wife  can  accept  the  office 
and  jet  have  neither  the  power  nor  duty  of  acting.  If 
she  can  accept  the  office,  a  dilemma  is  presented  to 
which  no  answer  has  been  given.  If  she  commits  a 
devastavit  she  either  does  it  with  impunity  or  makes  her 

(a)  Sco  Vol.  1.  p.  202  (5th  ed.).  Part  1.  B.  3.  c.  I. 
(6)  Orphau*M  Legacy,  p.  110  (3rd  ed.). 

3  V  2 
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1958,  hosband  liable  for  tta  consequences,  contraiy  to 
FiMBnTOB  analogy.  It  has  been  said  she  commits  it  with  im] 
Cbj^'mah.  "'^y*  ^^'^^  '^®  testator  has  chosen  to  nominate  her,  t 
that  no  one  can  object  to  a  paytnent  to  his  nomio 
This  answer  is  full  of  errors.  If  I  am  right  in  sa;i 
the  nomination  is  only  effectual  if  the  bnsband  consei 
then  the  nominadon  is  only  conditional,  and  the  caa 
tion  has  not  been  fiilfilled.  But  assume  it  to  be  ab 
lute:  I  deny  that  the  testator  has  a  right  to  appoint 
irresponsible  executrix.  Suppose  he  is  insolvent  1 
conceivable  that  any  rational  system  of  law  will  pen 
him  to  give  his  property  away  from  his  creditc««  an< 
the  guise  of  committing  its  administration  to  one  ir 
sponsible  for  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  administerin 
Then  it  is  said  the  husband  may  be  liable,  that  a  dev 
tavit  is  a  wrong  in  the  wife,  and  that  the  husband 
liable  for  it,  as  for  her  slanders  or  batteries.  I  do  i 
stop  to  consider  whether  the  first  part  of  this  propouti 
is  well  founded.  Assume  it  to  be  a  wrong  when  co 
mitted;  the  husband  daims  the  right  to  prevent  1 
committing  it  He  can  or  be  cannot  prevent  her  sh 
dering  or  beating:  if  he  can,  he  ought;  if  be  cannot, 
is  an  inevitable  mischief:  and  in  either  case  he  must  ti 
the  consequences.  But  here  he  says :  "  1  desire  that  t 
may  not  have  the  opportunity  of  doing  wrong.  I 
prevent  her.  I  will  not  let  her  administer."  Has 
not  the  right  lo  say  so  ?  If  not,  he  has  not  the  sai 
right  to  prevent  her  committing  this  as  be  has  to  p 
vent  her  committing  other  wrongs.  It  may  be  sud  t 
reasoning  only  shews  that  the  husband  in  this  c 
might  have  prevented  her  but  did  not  But  the  ansi 
is,  that  his  assent  is  necessary  to  her  rightful  acceptai 
of  the  office  of  executrix.    That  without  that  assi 
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she  may  wrongfully  administer,  no  doubt  as  she  might 
though  not  named  as  executrix;  that  that  affords  no 
protection  to  the  defendants  who  have  dealt  with  her, 
any  more  than  though  she  had  not  been  named  executrix, 
though  it  may  possibly  give  them  a  cause  of  action 
against  her  and  her  husband  for  the  wrong  done  by  her 
false  assumption  of  authority.     I  say,  therefore,  the  case 
is  in  an  unanswerable  dilemma.     It  was  said  it  would 
be  very  inconvenient  if  a  married  woman  had  to  wait 
for  her  husband's  assent  to  her  administering.     But  for 
this  the  same  remedy  would  be  applicable  as  in  other 
cases  where  the  executor  is  at  a  distance.     Besides,  I 
do  not  suppose  the  law  intends  that  married  women 
executrixes  live  apart  from  their  husbands,  or,  if  they 
do,  that  they  live  nearer  to  the  place  where  the  assets 
are  to  be  administered,  where  the  husband  could  ad- 
minister without  consulting  his  wife ;  1  fVms,  Ex.  3d  ed., 
p.  167  {a).    It  was  said  that  here  the  probate  enured  to  the 
benefit  of  all  named,  and  that  even  now  the  husband 
might  assent,  and  his  wife  and  he  adminbter,  and  that 
they  might  have  been  compelled  to  be  a  party  to  the 
action.     To  this  there  are  two  answers.     The  first  is, 
that  the  question  does  not  arise  on  the  pleadings :  the 
second  is,  that,  supposing  the  husband  and  wife  could 
have  been  compelled  to  join,  a  remedy  seems  given  by 
the  writ  of  summons  ad  sequendum  simul ;   see  fFms. 
Exors.  3d  ed.,  p.  1467  {b).     Whether  that  is  so  or  not,  it  is 
certain  that,  if  the  plaintifis  are  right  in  substance,  no 
trick  of  the  pleadings  can  defeat  them.     And  on  this 
point  Mr.  Unthank's  argument  and  his  illustration  should 
be  borne  in  mind.     The  probate  is  a  mere  declaration 


1858. 


Pembkbtoh 
Chapma>i. 

Bramicttt  B. 


(a)  See  vol.  1.  p.  203,  note  (e)  (5th  ed.). 

{b)  See  ?ol.  2.  p.  1692,  note  (r)  (5th  ed.),  Part  5.  B.  1.  c.  1. 
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and  Feme  (P  8.)  most  be  read  in  connectioQ  with  what 
be  says  in  Adminutration  (D)^  to  which  he  refers;  and 
then  it  appears  he  means  that  probate  granted  to  her  is 
valid,  whether  the  husband  has  consented  or  not;  as  to 
which  there  can  be  no  doubt,  on  the  presumption  the  Court 
acted  on  the  husband's  assent.     See  Adair  y.  Shaw  (a). 

It  remains  to  consider  the  pleadings.  The  third  plea 
is  clearly  good ;  it  is  payment  to  one  of  several  executors. 
But  to  my  mind  the  replication  is  more  than  good ;  for  it 
not  only  alleges  that  the  husband  did  not  consent,  but 
it  adds  that  he  dissented;  so  that,  supposing  that^there  is 
any  presumption  of  assent  by  the  husband  (which  I  do 
not  think  there  is,  certainly  not  unless  he  or  the  wife 
are  parties  to  the  question),  that  [uresumption  is  rebutted. 
The  observation,  however,  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  viz.,  that  it  must  be  assumed  the  payment  was 
before  the  dissent,  I  think  well  founded.  For  similar 
reasons  I  think  the  sixth  plea  good,  and  also  the  second 
replication  to  it. 

With  respect  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  the 
paragraph  (£)  beginning  *'  the  right  of  an  executor^  is  no 
doubt  strictly  correct:  but  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
it  applies  to  the  case  of  a  person  who  has  consented  to 
act,  and  therefore  in  the  case  of  a  wife  assumes  (I  say) 
her  husband*s  consent.  So  the  first  part  of  the  next 
paragraph  I  wholly  agree  to :  but,  with  great^  respect,  I 
ask,  What  authority  is  there  for  ^the  position  implied  in 
the  expression  that -an  executrix  cannot,  without  her 
husband's  assent,  take  upon  herself  the  general  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate  ?  I  say  she  cannot,  without  that 
assent,  administer  at  ally  except  tortiously.     It  is  said 
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1858.  there  is  no  authority  or  principle  of  law  to  warrant  th< 
Pembeeton  conclusion  that  a  bon&  fide  payment  to  a  feme  co?er 
named  executrix,  the  husband  not  assenting,  is  Toid 
but  is  there  any  to  shew  it  is  valid  ?  The  suggestion 
that  if  he  afterwards  assented  it  would  be  good,  woul 
be  equally  true  if  he  had  been  named  executor,  aD( 
the  wife  not,  and  the  payment  had  been  to  hen  In  th 
next  paragraph  Mrs.  McGill  is  called  the  executrij 
I  say  she  never  was.  llie  question  of  hardship  i 
scarcely  worth  adverting  to :  but  the  defendants  migt 
have  protected  themselves  against  paying  twice:  as  it  ii 
there  is  no  protection  for  the  estate  receiving  ona 
And,  after  all,  the  hardship  is  only  that  which  arises  ii 
other  cases  where  parties  deal  with  a  married  woman 
incompetent  on  that  account  to  act.  No  doubt  it  ifl 
not  desirable  to  multiply  the  number  of  such  cases;  and 
I  only  refer  to  them  to  shew  there  b  no  novelty  in  tke 
hardship  now  complained  of. 


Bramwell  B.  then  read  the  judgment  of 


Cociibtim  C.J.  CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  Opinion  that  the  judgmeDt 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  must  be  reversed,  on 
the  ground  that  Mrs.  Sarah  Elizabeth  Shtuter  McGill, 
to  whom  the  defendants  plead  that  they  made  payment 
as  the  executrix  of  the  will  of  Sarah  Shuter,  to  whose 
estate  the  money  sued  for  by  the  plaintiff  as  executor  d 
such  Sarah  Shuter  was  due,  was  not  in  point  of  law  bei 
executrix,  and  consequently  that  such  payment  to  bei 
affords  no  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  demand. 

To  constitute  an  executor  two  things  are  necessary: 
not  only  the  appointment  of  the  particular  individaal 
by  the  testator,  but  also  the  acceptance  of  the  office  bj 
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the  person  appointed.  It  is  true  that  the  executor  1858. 
acquires  a  right  to  the  goods  of  the  deceased  by  virtue  pbmbebton 
of  the  will  alone,  independently  of,  and  antecedently  to,  chapmah 
the  grant  of  probate ;  and  it  is  equally  true  that  his  right 
accrues  from  the  moment  of  the  testator's  death.  But  ^^**"^  ^-  •^• 
it  appears  to  me  plain  that  this  is  only  by  relation  back 
from  the  time  of  the  acceptance  of  the  executorship  to 
the  testator's  death ;  and  that,  prior  to  such  acceptance, 
neither  the  rights  or  duties  of  executor  could  accrue. 
It  can  hardly  be  contended  that  a  testator  can,  by  the 
mere  appointment  of  an  executor,  impose  the  burthen  of 
the  office  on  one  unwilling  to  assume  it,  or  that  the 
estate  of  the  testator  would  thereby  vest  in  one  who 
repudiated  the  office  and  declined  to  deal  with  the 
property,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  will. 
But,  if  this  be  so,  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case  there 
was  no  acceptance  of  the  executorship  by  the  alleged 
executrix.  An  acceptance  there  indeed  was  in  point  of 
fact,  but  none  in  point  of  law.  Mrs.  McGill  took  upon 
herself,  no  doubt,  to  deal  with  the  estate  of  the  testatrix 
in  such  a  manner  as  would  have  constituted  an  accept- 
ance of  the  executorship  in  a  person  not  labouring  under 
a  disability  to  accept  it  But  Mrs.  McGill  was  a  married 
woman,  and,  in  thus  taking  upon  herself  the  office  of 
executrix,  acted  without  the  assent  of  her  husband. 
Now,  the  authorities  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
appear  to  me  to  establish  conclusively  that  a  feme  covert 
cannot  become  an  executrix  without  the  assent  of  her 
husband,  express  or  implied.  And,  indeed,  to  hold 
otherwise  would  lead  to  one  or  other  of  these  startling 
consequences :  either  you  must  set  at  nought  a  funda- 
mental principle  of  our  law,  that  a  wife  cannot  bind  her 
husband  in  a  pecuniary  liability  without  his  consent,  or 


TEINTTT  VACATION, 
(as  an  aetko  could  not  be  broo^t  against  the 
without  joining  the  hosband)  tboe  would  be  an  ah 
impani^  to  the  wife  in  case  of  •  deTastavit.  B* 
theFcfore,  and  authori^  appear  to  me  to  coinda 
estahliahing  that  a  wife,  without  her  husband's  anlb 
cannot  take  opou  henelf  to  act  as  execntiix.  ' 
ma;  indeed  be  cases  where  the  aaent  of  the  hn 
must  be  presumed,  or  where  the  hnsband,  haTtng 
mitted  the  wife  to  act,  maj  be  estopped  from  dei 
her  anthority :  but  no  difficulty  of  that  s«t  arises 
it  is  expressly  arened  in  the  re^JicalicHu,  and  adn 
on  the  record,  that  the  wife  here  took  upon  heisd 
office  of  executrix  without  the  aaent  of  the  hus 
In  the  absence  of  aucb  vsent  fifn.  MeGUI,  diougl 
took  on  herself  to  act  as  the  execatrix  of  the  test 
neTcr  was  in  law  the  executrix.  It  follows  that  a  p^ 
made  to  her  on  account  of  a  debt  doe  to  the  esL 
the  testatrix  was  not  paid  to  a  partf  aathocixi 
receive  it,  and  affords  no  answer  to  the  clwm  c 
lawful  executor.  The  reasoning  by  wludi  the  jodg 
of  the  Court  below  is  soi^t  to  be  supported  appe 
me  to  proceed  on  the  fellatnous  ground  that,  becao 
executor  may,  before  probate,  proceed  to  do  certwn 
and,  amoi^st  others  to  collect  debts  doe  to  the  dea 
therefore  a  married  woman  taking  upon  herself  to  ; 
executrix,  without  her  husband's  assent,  may  do  the : 
But  in  the  former  case  the  executor,  by  takii^ 
himself  so  to  act,  accepts  the  office  and  becomes 
intents  and  purposes  executor  (althoi^  he  may  n 
probate  as  the  proper  evidence  of  his  cbamct^ 
Court  of  law) ;  whereas  a  married  woman  canno 
actit^  as  executrix,  accept  and  take  upon  bersel 
office  till  the  assent  of  the  husband  is  obtained 


XXI.  VICTORIA.  1067 

the  former  case  the  acts  are  good  and  valid,  though  done  1858. 
before  probate,  because  done  by  a  lawful  executor;  in  p„ibbrto5 
the  latter  they  are  invalid,  because  done  by  a  person  chapmah. 
who  never  was  executrix.  I  am  not  insensible  to  the 
hardship  that  may  be  inflicted  on  a  party  making  a 
payment  under  such  circumstances  bon&  fide  to  a  mar- 
ried woman  acting  as  executrix ;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
great  mischief  might  arise  firom  allowing  a  married 
woman  to  deal  with  the  estate  of  a  deceased  testator 
under  circumstances  where  she  could  not  be  made 
responsible ;  and  persons  indebted  to  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  testator  may  easily  protect  themselves  in 
paying  to  a  feme  covert  executrix,  by  taking  care  to 
ascertain  that  the  husband  is  an  assenting  party  to  the 
payment.  But,  independently  of  all  aigument  derived 
firom  expediency,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  on  reference  both 
to  principle  and  authority,  the  replications  on  this  record 
afford  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  pleas;  and  that  our 
judgment  should  therefore  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

WiLLES  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  the  judgment  of       WOki  J. 
the  Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

The  question  is,  whether  a  payment  bon&  fide  made 
to  a  married  woman  executrix  by  a  person  who  knew 
she  was  married,  but  not  of  any  other  disability,  the 
husband  not  having  authorized  her  to  receive  such 
payment,  and  having  subsequently  dissented  firom  her 
taking  upon  her  the  office  of  executrix,  and  probate 
having  subsequently  been  granted  to  a  coexecutor  and 
refused  to  her,  operates  to  discharge  the  debtor  as 
against  such  coexecutor.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does. 
A  married  woman  may  be  appointed  executrix ;  and,  if 
her  husband  allow  her  to  act,  she  is  clothed  by  the  will 
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with  sD  the  aune  powen  m  if  she  were  a  feme  » 
It  i%  however,  hud  down,  that  she  cannot  take  o| 
her  the  oflke  without  the  consent  of  her  husband,  k 
to  cfaaige  him  vrith  liability  for  her  acts,  and  that  be  i 
interfere  and  prerent  her  from  acting  as  executrix. 

This  restricdoo  upon  the  audiority  of  a  feme  co^ 
as  executrix  was  introduced  for  the  protection  of 
hoaband ;  and  it  oi^t  not  to  be  extended  beyond  n 
is  oecesBarj  for  that  purpose.  In  the  present  case 
between  the  testator's  estate  and  the  debtor,  the  c 
has  been  paid  to  a  person  appointed  by  the  testatoi 
his  agent  to  receive,  and  who  was  capable  of  being 
appointed  sodi  agent,  either  bj  act  inter  yivos  or  by  i 
The  act  of  leoeiTing  the  money  was  not  wrongfol,  t 
could  not  by  itself  in  any  way  aflfect  the  husband.  1 
case  of  an  infimt,  who  might  at  the  common  law  h 
been  executor,  (umishes  an  analogy.  His  acts  in 
doe  course  of  administration,  as,  fcnr  instance,  reoeif 
payment  of  a  debt,  were  valid :  but  his  acts  not  in 
due  course  of  administration,  and  by  which,  if  valid, 
would  become  guilty  of  a  devastavit,  were  void.  H< 
for  ai^t  that  now  appears,  the  money  may  be  foi 
coming,  and  the  wife  ready  and  willing  to  pay  it  to 
coexecutor  or  to  the  husband,  so  that  the  husband  co 
not  be  made  liable,  if  indeed  be  could  have  been 
supposing  that  she  had  squandered  it  away.  Morea 
the  husband  may,  at  some  future  time,  retract  his  red 
and  permit  his  wife  to  act  as  executrix*  If  that  sho 
happen,  the  payment  being  now  held  inoperative,  abs 
consequences  would  follow,  too  obvious  to  need  be 
pointed^out. 

It  has  been  suggested,  indeed,  that  the  aotboritj 
the  husband  is  given,  not  merely  for  his  benefit,  but  i 
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for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  and  to  prevent  its  being        1858. 
squandered  by   an   irresponsible   person.      This  how-    pemberton 
ever  is,   so  far  as  I  am  aware,  quite   novel,   and   not      caA^uAv 
in  harmony  with  the  rest  of  the  law  upon  this  sub- 
ject    Indeed,   there  is  nothing  to  prevent   a   testator 
from  appointing  as  his  executor  an  insolvent  spendthrift, 
nor  to  enable  the  Probate  Court  to  require  security  before 
granting  probate  to  such  a  person.     Nor  do  I  see  why 
honest  debtors  should  be  made  to  pay  twice  over,  even 
for  the  sake  of  paying  honest  creditors,  if  any  there  be 
in  this  case,  once. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  to  affirm  the  judgment  of 
the  Queen's  Bench. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  my  brothers  Martin  and 
Channelly  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed.  My  brothers 
Cressxoell  and  Crowder^  so  far  as  they  heard  the  argu- 
ment, are  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  such  also  is  the 
impression  of  my  brother  Williams, 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Monday, 
July  Sth. 

Martin  B.,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  judgments  on  this  Partj  in  tho 
day,  stated,  as  a  general  rule,  that,  where  the  judgments  chequer  Cham, 
of  the  Courts  below  were  affirmed  in  the  Court  of  Exche-  coitTwhere'tlie 
quer  Chamber,  they  were  to  be  affirmed  with  costs.  {o^lffirm^. 


END  OF   TRINITY  VACATION. 
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ACTION. 

I.  When  it  lies,  and  doef  not  lie,  in 
particular  cases. 

i.  When  it  lies. 

(]).  For  libel,  against  a  corporation 
aggregate,  115.    Libel,  I.  (1). 

(2).  Trover,  against  executrix,  by  as- 
signees of  testator,  for  a  life  policy 
assigned  bj  him,  inter  alia,  to  them 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  75.  Am^ 
iigwnentj  I. 

(3).  Ejectment,  by  two  tenants  in 
common  jointly,  81.  Common  Law 
Procedure  AcU^  L  ilL 

(4).  For  deceit,  and  for  money  had 
and  received :  which  is  the  proper 
remedy,  when  the  contract  is  re- 
scinded by  plaintiff  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  148.  Contract,  VL  v.  (2). 

(5).    For    negligence,    by    servant 
against  master,  for  an  accident  oc- 
curring in  the  course  of  the  service, 
*102.    master  and  Servant,  I. 

(6).  By  husband,  as  administrator  of 


wife,  under  stat.  9  k  10  Vict  c.  9S.^ 
for  negligence  causing  her  death : 

S roper  form  of  declaration,   168. 
Executor,  I. 

(7).  AjB^nst  landlord,  by  tenant,  for 
detaining  goods  under  distress,  afler 
sufficient  tender  before  impounding, 
507.    Landlord  and  Tenaiu,  U. 

(8).  Against  a  sheriff,  for  wrongful 
seizure  of  goods,  by  a  party  whose 
legal  title  accrued,  by  relation,  be* 
fore  the  seizure,  806.  Contract^ 
VI.  iv. 

(9).  For  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage. Flea,  that  l^fore  breach  de- 
fendant be<:ame  afflicted  with  a 
disease  making  it  dangerous  for 
him  to  marry,  held  bad,  746.  Con-- 
tract,  VI.  i. 

(10^.  For  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage. Plea,  that  before  agreement 
plaintiff  and  a  third  party  had 
agreed  to  marry,  which  agreement 
was  still  in  force,  and  had  been 
withheld  from  plaintiff:  held  bad, 
no  fraud  being  averred,  796.  Con- 
tract,  VI.  V.  (1). 


lors  AOJUDICATIOX. 

owaen  at  m  enw,  pud  hj  |] 
•B4np|£e>l,  *itk  (be  *bip, 
tlurd  penm  fcr  kire,  far  (be  d«|eU- 
gnoc  of  radi  ocv,  699.     M, 


a.  WWn  it  dew*  Dot  lie. 

(1).  Onb^iif  oriD  in&otoT  lotder 
fevv,  fiir  injnrj  CMtsed  b;  tke 
jtiiBt  Dttlwoicc  of  deicsdaDi  ■■"! 
tbe  partj  *bo  bad  cbam  of  tk 
in&at,  719.    AcylireaM,  1  it. 

(2).  For  bom;  bMl  and  mxirad, 
bj  ttSJUfem  of  iliaraa,  oo  tbe 
gmond  of  failure  of  oaonderaticm, 
to  wcoTCT  bock  tbe  pBtchaseBO- 
MT,  paid  bj  bim  witJh  fidi  kaow- 
labe  of  tbe  fact^  887.  Coalnet, 
VLriL 

n.  Limitatioa  c£    5tata<f  of  LmOa- 


IIL  riiN  »f  iliiigi  before  trial 
L  Notice  of  action. 


I  Dot  Kiven,  m  preacribed 
bj  the  ipedal  Act :  ptoper  form  of, 
037.  Vaiha^t  Clautt  ContoOda- 
tUm  Ad, 


Action  on  a  iadgmenL  Farticulan 
mar  be  indoraed  on  the  writ,  and 
jui^meut  signed  on  non-appear- 
ance, under  mcIb.  25,  27,  of  The 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1832, 
684.  OmmouZaio  PiveedartAct*, 
I.  (1). 

ill.  Pleading,    PUading. 

IV.  Proceeding!  at  trial 
i.  Eridence.  Evidtnet. 
a.  Damages.    Damage*. 

V.  Proceedings  afler  trial. 
Coati.    Co4U. 

ADJUDICATION. 
Of  fcttleraent.    Pbor. 


APPEAL. 

ADUINISTRATOR. 

AGENT. 
niMeipal  amd  JgtML 

ALLOCATUR. 


OmU. 


APPEAL. 


LR^toC 

L  To  tbe  Saperior  Conrta. 

(I).  Does  not  lie  to  Q.  B.  ag] 

tasatioa  of  costs  bj  regi 
eoontj  conrt,  nnder  stmt. 
FkL  t.  108.  (.34.  Q.  B.  1 
misi  with  eosts,  123.  ComiU 
I.  (2). 

(2).  Appeal  (Vom  coontf  couj 
Stat.  13  &  14  nclc.6].«.  ; 
corit;  for  costs,  wilhin  wb 
to  be  given,  S04.     Cottt,  II 

iL  To  Quarter  Sesdons. 

From  tbe  decision  of  Pettj  i 
as  to  the  utility  of  a  li 
br  the  partiei  '  " 
SigkuM^  Act,  I. 


Appeal  againit  an  order  of  r 
within  what  time  it  tnar  b 
Rule  as  to  notice  of  trial  ai 


full  number  of  dajs  giyeo  I 
11  ft  12  Viet.  e.  91.  (.9.  U 
expiration  of  those  dajs  there 
to  gtTe  effectual  notice  of  trial 
next  sessions,  it  should  be  ( 
there  is  not  lime  for  sach  I 
trial,  the  appeal,  if  it  be  praa 
ought  to  be  entered  and  res 
the  next  sessions ;  and  it  is 
to  enter  it  at  a  subsequent  i 
SrgiHa  V.  Jtutieei  of  W»*t 
713. 


IIL  Proceedings  at. 
).  Id  Superior  Courts. 


APPELLANT. 


ASYLUM. 
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Case  stated,  under  sUt.  20  &  21  Vict 
e.  43.  Kolice  to  respondent :  when 
appellant  may  l>e  beard,  on  non- 
appearance   of    respondent,    469. 

il.  At  Quarter  Sessions. 

Magistrates  cannot  determine,  when 
interested,  100.    Jurudiction,  III. 

IV.  Application  to  Q.  B.  for  mandamus 
to  Quarter  Sessions  to  enter  continu- 
ances and  hear  appeal :  within  what 
time  to  be  made,  253,  Mandamus,  II. 

APPELLANT. 
Appeal, 

APPRENTICESHIP. 
Settlement  by.    Poor,  1,  i.  (2). 

ARREST. 

I.  Capias  under  stat.  I  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10. : 
when  fraudulent  and  illegal. 

A  creditor,  by  a  concerted  fraud, 
induced  his  debtor,  who  resided  a- 
broad,  to  come  to  England^  and  im- 
mediately had  him  arrested  by  order 
of  a  Judge.  The  facts  being  made  to 
appear  by  affidavit,  this  Court,  by 
rule,  set  aside  the  whole,  as  an  abuse 
of  the  process  of  the  Court.  Stein  v. 
Valkenhuysen,  65. 

II.  What  is  a  sufficient  taking  to  con- 
stitute an  arrest. 

A  sheriflTs  officer,  in  execution  of 
a  ca.  sa.,  put  his  hand  into  the 
debtor*s  dwelling  house,  by  an  open- 
ing in  a  window  caused  by  a  pane 
having  been  broken  in  the  scuffle, 
but  not  by  the  officer,  touched  the 
debtor,  who  was  inside  the  house,  and 
said,  "You  are  my  prisoner."  He 
was  unable  then  to  secure  the  person 
of  the  debtor;  but  he  thereupon 
broke  open  the  outer  door  of  the 
house,  and  seized  the  debtor. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench,  that  the 
officer  had  acted  legally,  the  arrest 
having  been  effected  by  touching  the 
debtor,  and  the  subsequent  breidcing  i 

£.  B.  &  E.  3  z 


of  the  outer  door  being  justifiable  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  into  custo^ly 
the  debtor  so  arrested.  Sandon  v. 
Jervis,  935. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

L  To  trustees,  for  benefit  of  creditors, 
of  "all  personal  estate  and  effects," 
and  "all  writings,"  &c.  Trover  by 
trustees  against  executrix  of  assignor, 
for  a  policy  on  his  life :  measure  of 
damages. 

A,<^  by  deed,  conveyed  all  his  i>ro- 

ferty  to  trustees  for  the  beuefit  of 
is  creditors.  The  conveyance  con- 
tained general  words,  amongst  others 
"  all  and  singular  other  the  personal 
estate  and  effects  whatsoever,"  and 
all  "  writings"  belonging  to  the  same, 
be  was  possessed,  at  the  time,  of  a 
policy  of  Insurance  on  his  own  life, 
the  existence  of  which  was  not  known 
to  the  trustees,  and  which  remained 
in  his  possession.  He  died :  the  trus- 
tees, having  afterwards  learned  the 
existence  of  the  policy,  claimed  it 
from  his  executor,  who  refused  to 
deliver  it  up,  and  who  obtained  the 
money  from  the  insurance  office. 

Held,  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Q.  B.,  that  the  legal  property  in 
the  writing,  and  the  beneficial  interest 
in  the  contract,  passed  to  the  trusteej 
hj  the  deed ;  that  they  might  main- 
tain trover  for  the  policy  against  the 
executor;  and  that  the  proper  mea- 
sure of  the  damages  under  the  cir- 
cumstances was  the  amount  of  the 
money  obtained  by  it.  Watson  v. 
McLean,  75. 

II.  By  a  client  to  his  attorney,  of  the 
subject  matter  of  a  suit,  as  security 
for  costs  :  not  void  for  champerty  or 
maintenance,  806.     Contract,  VI.  iv. 

III.  Of  life  policy,  and  covenant  to  pay 
the  premiums :  does  not  constitute  a 
liability  to  pay  money  upon  a  contin- 
gency, withm  sect.  178  of  stat.  12  &  13 
Vict,  c.  106.,  914.  Bankrupt  Law 
Consolidation  Act, 

ASYLUM. 
County  Lunatic.    Poor,  1, 1,  (1). 


ATTORNEY. 

L  EinploTed  bj  Commissionen  elected 
Bnnuslfj'  under  a  local  Act :  bia  rights 
and  remedici  as  againat  subsequent 
CommUuoDers,  107.     Contraet,  II. 

II.  Actious  bj,  on  two  Beparate  bilk  of 
costs:  cuDBolidation,  243.  Cottt,llL 
i.  (S). 

III.  Assignmenl  to,  hj  client,  of  the 
subject  matter  of  a  suit,  aa  ttevriig 
for  costs,  806.     Contracl,  VL  iv. 

AUCTION. 
Vndor  end  Vendee,  111. 

AUDITORS. 

I.  Poor  Law.    Poor,  11.  ii. 

II.  For  parish,  under  Metropolis  Local 
Msnagement  Act.  Melropolii  Local 
Management  Act,  IV. 


(12  4  13TicT.  c.  106.). 

Sect  178.  Liability  to  pay  money  on  a 
contingency:  proof  ot  demnnil.  Does 
not  apply  to  a  claim  upon  a  coTcnant 
to  pay  tne  premiums  of  life  policies 
assigned  as  security. 

Defendant,  bein^  indebted  to  plain- 
tiR',  assigned  to  him,  aa  security,  an 
insuranee  on  defendant's  life,  and  an 
insurance  on  the  life  of  defendant's 
wife,  and  covenanted  to  pay  the  pre- 
miums. Plaintiff  Eued  defcndani  on 
this  covenant,  aasigning  as  a  breach 
that  defendant  had  not  paid  the  pre- 
miums. Defendant,  to  this  breach, 
pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and  certifi- 
cate, averring  ihat  thej'  had  occurred 
after  the  execution  ot  the  deed,  but 
not  that  they  had  occurred  after  the 
breaches  bad  taken  place. 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  plea,  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  plea  gave 
no  answer  to  the  declaration,  the 
claim  not  being  in  respect  of,  uor  a 
liability  to  pay  money  upon,  a  contin. 


BILLS  OP  EXCHANGE,  &e. 

gency,  within  sect.  178  of  The  B 
ruptcy  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1 
12  &  IS  VieL  e.  106.  Warbur 
TwAer.  914. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 
Bvtbatidaiid  Wife. 


limited  company,  "signed"  by  1 

officer,  within  sect.  31  of  The  J 

Stock  Companies  Act,  ISS6. 

P.  directed  a  bill  to  a  compan 

limited  liabilitv,  by  the  name  of 

S.  W.  Sleam  Pafkel  Company,  its 

name  being  TAe  S.  W.  Steam  Pi 

Company,   Limited.     J,  Af.,  who 

secretary    to    the    Company,    w 

across    it     "  Accepted,     payable 

Messrs.  B.  if  Co.    J.  M.,  secre 


ipany."    The  bill 


■>  pay  t 

lontbs  after  date, 

r.  ^  " 


the  said 
not  honoured. 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  a  plea, 
J.  M.  was  personal!)'  liable  to 
under  The  Joint  Stock  Compa 
Act.l856{19&20rie(.  C.47.),  * 
Penrose  v.  Martyr,  499. 

(2).  Promissory  note.    "  As  per 
morandum  of  agreement." 
"  I  promise  to  pa^  %o  J.  S.  i 

order,  at  three  n 

Bum  of  1001.  s 

c^errneni. 

Held,   that   a   promissory   noti 

this  form  was,  on  the  face  of  il 

unconditional    promise   to    pay, 

was  negotiable  under  stat.  3  &  4  j 

c.  9. 
If  (he  effect  of  the  agreement  l 

make   the  promise   conditional,  i 

on  the  defendant  to  shew  that, 

setting  out  the  agreement  in  Lis  ] 

Jvry  V.  Barker,  459. 
U.  Action  on. 

Action  by  payees  of  a  promissory 
uainst  juint  and  several  mal 
Flea,  that  one  of  plaintifla  was 
of  joint  makers,  and  therefore  Ii 
to  contribution ;  held  bad. 


BIRTH  SETTLEMENT. 


CARRIERS. 
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Action  by  A.  and  B.^  payees  of  a 
joint  and  several  promissory  note, 
against  C,  one  of  the  makers.  Plea, 
that  the  said  note  was  made  (setting 
it  out)  by  B.J  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
the  defendant,  and  another  :  and  that 
the  defendant,  in  case  the  plaintiffs 
were  to  recover  from  him  in  that  ac- 
tion the  amount  of  the  said  note, 
would  be  entitled  to  call  on  B,  for 
contribution. 

On  demurrer,  held  a  bad  plea,  as 
being  no  answer  to  the  action  upon 
the  several  contract  by  C, 

Semblej  per  Lord  Campbell  C.  J., 
that,  even  if  the  plea  had  been  good, 
a  replication,  averring  that  the  plam- 
tiffs  made  the  said  note  only  as  sure- 
ties for  third  parties,  would  have 
been  a  good  answer.  Beecham  v. 
Smith,  442. 

BIRTH  SETTLEMENT. 
Poor,  L  L  (1). 

BOARD  OF  WORKS. 

Under  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act.  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Ad,  I. 

BOND. 

I.  Bond  charging  poor  rates  with  repay- 
ment, in  nve  years,  of  expences  of 
parish  survey :  held  a  charge  on  the 
poor  rates  generally,  246.    Mate,  IV. 

II.  Bond  by  principal  and  surety,  for 
due  performance  by  the  former  of  the 
office  of  treasurer  to  a  borough,  ap- 
pointed under  stat.  5  &  6  W.  4,c,  76. 
Duration  of  surety's  liability,  660. 
Municipal  Corporations  Reform  Act, 

III.  Bond  not  to  practise  as  a  surgeon 
within  certain  limits.  Assessment  of 
damages  for  breach  of  condition,  563. 
Damages,  III. 

BREACH. 

Of  condition  in  a  bond  not  to  practise 
as  a  surgeon  within  certain  limits. 
Assessment  of  damages,  563.  /)a- 
mages.  III. 

3z2 


BREACH  OF  PROMISE  OF  MAR- 
RIAGE. 

Contract,  VI.  i,  v. 

BUILDING  ACT. 

Metropolitan.       Metropolitan   Building 
Act. 


BURGESS  LIST. 
Municipal  Corporations  Reform  Act,  L 

BURIAL  ACTS. 

(15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85.     16  &  17  Vict. 
c.  134.     18  &  19  Vict.  c.  12«.). 

Stat.  15  &  16  VicU  c.  85. 

Sects.  10.52.  What  is  a  **parish"for 
which  a  Burial  Board  may  be  formed. 

Stat.  15  &  16  VUt  c.  S5.,  authc 
rizing  the  formation  of  a  Burial  Board 
in  a  "  parish,"  is  applicable  to  a  p*rish 
not  having  separate  overseers,  nor 
separately  maintaining  it«  poor.  Sect. 
52,  the  interpretation  clause,  extends 
the  meaning  of  the  word  to  places, 
not  parishes,  having  separate  over- 
seers and  separately  maintaining  their 
own  poor,  but  does  not  exdude  pa- 
rishes which,  for  any  reason,  do  not 
fulfil  those  conditions.  Regina  v.  Sud- 
bury  Burial  Board,  264. 


Arrest, 


CAPIAS. 


CARRIERS. 


Action  for  negligence  against  railway 
Company,  as  carriers:  pleas  of  **  special 
contract"  and  "just  and  reasonable" 
"condition"  under  the  Railway  Traffic 
and  Canal  Act.  Evidence  explanatory 
of  "not  insured." 

The'agent  of  plaintiff,  by  his  orders* 
delivered  to  defendants,  a  railway 
Company,  some  marbles  for  carriage ; 
and,  in  answer  to  inquiries  by  de- 
fendants as  to  the  terms  upon  which 
the  marbles  were  to  carried,  wrote  to 


•ifwdbr  the  . 

af  tW  prtMei  caBttitiaa),  and  tiwc 
iWj  w^rc  aot  dedaml  o 
Ae. ;  S,  thtt  tW  narfala 
fi*eTcd  (Bb^cet  to  a  naan 
£licM  (HttiBf  ovt  tlu  prinlHl  eoa- 
dhiMi  aa.bcJiMe)  made  b«  dtftaiiaaU, 
aad  iMwilrrt  to  bf  pUiatiff^  snl  tkat 
Atj  woe  DM  dedand  or  inanml, 
Jw.  Tie  Jiu%e,  U  ibe  tziiL,  beld 
tbe  condkion  to  be  rcuonable. 

Held,  hj  tbe  Court  of  Q.  B.  (Lord 
CampUaC.J.andCrompbmJ^aimen- 
tinle  £Hc  J.),  I.  TLat  W.'a  letter 
did  not,  upon  tbe  Tare  of  it,  amount  to 
S  "ipedal  contract"  to  tbe  effect 
tialed  in  plea  4,  witbin  tbe  4tb  proiiM 
ofKct.  7  of  Tbe  Railvajr  Traffic  and 
Canal  Act,  17  &  IS  Viet.  c.  31.:  that 
oral  etideiice  «m  not  adminible  to 
■bew  tbat  tbe  word*  "not  inmred'' 
niut  bare  been  intended  hj  pUintiff 
to  refer  to  tbe  printed  conditioni  of 
tbe  Cctnpanj  with  reipect  to  unin- 
■nred  marblei :  and  Uiat  therefore 
tbe  4tb  plea  wai  not  proied.  2.  That 
tbe  condition  in  the  fitb  plea  men- 
tioned  cotJd    be    binding  onlj    u  a 


That  tbe  letterof  W^  Raited  oi 
■If  tt  tbe  pu*uua  <leIi>Liii^ 
pnda,  coopled  with  tbe  fbcwar 
of  tbe  waiPlti  in  p«rt«iBce  of 
Ictto',  LutMitaled  a  tafficieDt  if 
CDotract  in  tbe  Ibrm  pieaeiibei 
tbe  4th  proTiao  in  lect.  7  of 
17  ft  18  Fklf.  31. 

That  tbat  letter  ^ht  be  read 


and  eridenee  given  at  tbe  tnaL 

And  tbat,  k>  rend,  or  read  ei 
bj  itaeir,  or  acconliiig  to  tbe  ordi 
imderttanding  of  language  naed 
tween  earner*  aod  ibdr  cbMm 
or  with  reTerenee  to  tbe  general 
nnoM  of  the  Carrieis  Act,  tbe  1 
of  tbe  contract  were  tboie  allegi 
tbe  idea ;  and  that  tbe  4th  plea 
therefore  proTCd.  Petk  x.  Norik  i 
for4*kirt  Itaiiwag  Compaag,  958. 

CASE  STATED. 
Under  lUt.  20  A  21  Ttd.  e.  43.    N 
to   respondent;     proceedings    oi 
non-appearance,  469.    Panailtrok 

CERTIFICATE. 
Under  Cnstomi    Claiuei    Coosolij 
Act.      CWoau  Clout*  Ctmtoli 


CERTIORARI. 


COMMON  LAW,  &c.        1077 


CERTIORARI. 

When  it  lies,  and  does  not  lie,  in  par- 
ticular cases. 

I.  Lies  to  qaash  the  confirmation,  bj 
Quarter  Sessions,  on  appeal,  of  a 
conviction,  when  some  of  the  magis- 
trates at  Quarter  Sessions  are  inte- 
rested, 100.    JurisdicUon,  UL  i. 

II.  Will  not  be  granted,  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  error  on  the  record  of  a 
conviction,  in  a  colonial  court,  for  a 
criminal  offence,  without  the  Attorney 
Greneral's  fiat,  828.    Error, 

CHAMPERTY. 
Contract,  VI.  iv. 

CHARTER  PARTY. 
Skip,  IV. 

CHATTELS 
Of  felons.    Fehm. 

CLERK. 

Appointed  bj  Commissioners  elected 
annually  under  a  local  Act :  bb  rights 
and  remedies  against  subsequent  Com- 
missioners, 107.     Contract,  II. 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE. 

For  Weitminster,  His  present  duties 
and  emoluments,  under  stat.  7  &  8 
Vict.c.1\. 

Stat.  7  &  8  yiet.  c.  71.,  after  abo- 
Ibhing  the  sessions  for  the  City  and 
Liberty  of  Westminster,  and  directing 
that  the  county  sessions  for  Middlesex 
shall  be  holden  by  adjournment  within 
the  City  and  Liberty,  enacts,  by  sect. 
12,  that  the  persons  holding  the  seve- 
ral offices  of  nigh  bailiff  of  IrMdntiM/^, 
clerk  of  the  peace,  and  all  other  officers 
of  the  court  of  sessions  of  the  peace 
for  the  said  City  and  Liberty,  shall, 
so  long  as  they  shall  be  entitled  to 
hold  their  several  offices,  execute  the 
duties  and  be  entitled  to  the  emolu- 
ments, within  the  said  City  and  Li- 
berty, of  the  several  offices  of  sheriff, 
clerk  of  the  peace  and  other  corre- 
sponding offices  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex. 

Held,  that  this  extends  only  to  the 
persons  holding  the  offices  in  the  City 


and  Liberty  at  the  time  of  the  Act 
passing.  By  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  the  Court  of  Q.  B.  having 
been  equally  divided.  Nicholson  v. 
EUis,  267. 

COLLECTOR. 
Of  poor  rates.    Rate  III.  (1). 

COLLOQUIUM. 
Evidence,  II.  ii. 

COMMISSION. 

To  examine  witnesses,  directed  by  one 
of  the  Superior  Courts  to  a  foreign 
tribunal. 

A  commission,  having  been  issued 
in  this  cause  addressed  to  individual 
commissioners  to  examine  witnesses 
at  Pesth,  was  sent  back,  unexecuted, 
through  the  Austrian  embassy,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Austrian  Government 
did  not  permit  any  but  the  tribunals 
of  the  country  to  examine  witnesses  in 
Hungary,  This  Court  made  absolute 
a  rule  directing  a  commission  to  issue 
directed  to  the  Imperial  Royal  Provin* 
cial  Court  at  Pesth,  to  examine  the  wit- 
nesses.   Fischer  v.  Izataray,  32  L 

COMMON      LAW     PROCEDURE 

ACTS. 

(1852  :  15  &  16  Vict.  o.  76. 
1845:  17  &  18  Vict.  C.125.) 

I.  1852. 

i.  Sects.  25, 27.  Indorsement  of  par- 
ticulars. Judgment  on  non-appear- 
ance. 

Li  an  action  on  a  judgment,  the 
plaintiff  may  indorse  the  particulars 
on  the  writ  of  summons,  unaer  sect.  25 
of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1852  (15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76.),  and,  on 
non-appearance,  sign  judgment  under 
sect.  27.    HodsoU  v.  Baxter,  884. 

ii.  Sect.  61.  Schedule  (B.).  Proper 
form  of  declaration  in  libel  or  slan- 
der, 346.    Evidence^  II.  iL 

iii.  Sect.  169.  Schedule  (A.),  Ko.  13, 
s,  180.  Joinder  of  tenants  ih  com- 
mon in  ejectment. 
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Under  wet.  169,  Sched.  (A.)  No. 
13,  *nd  KCt.  lOQ,  of  The  Comronn 
Law  Frocetlure  Act,  ISS'i  (IS  &  16 
Viel.  c.  76.)<  two  tennnts  in  comoinn 
RiHj  join  in  a  writof ejectment, stilting 
tbnt  thej,  or  mme  or  one  of  them, 
clum  to  be  entitled :  and  the  whole 
of  the  properly  to  which  they  are 
Hititled  in  common  may  be  recovered 
on  such  writ.     EUiu  v.  EUUi,  81. 

IL  1854. 

I.  Sects.  60,  67.    GarntBhee  clauiea. 

Wh«i»a"debt." 

The  (mmiBhee  clauses  in  The  Cnm- 
in<m  Law  Procedure  Act,  1864  (17  & 
18  Vict.  e.  l2S.it  60,67.),  apply  only 
where  there  is  an  existing  debt  due 
from  the  garninhee  to  the  Judgment 
debtor,  though  the  time  of'^payment 
may  be  poatponeil.  Therefore  this 
Court  refuaecl  a  rulo  to   attach   the 


It  fnr  which  the  judgment  debtor 
hiul  obtained  a  Terdict  against  a  third 
person  iu  an  action  for  unliquidated 
damages,  no  judgment  having  been 
yet  nigncd,  and  the  amount  therefore 
not  being  a  debt.  Jauei  t.  Thomp- 
«[ni,63. 

ii.  Sect.  83.  Equitahle  replications, 
by  real  ptaint'ilT,  bringing  action  in 
the  Dante  of  a.  nominal  pluintitt',  to 
pleas  of  pay^taent  &c.  to  such  no- 
minal plain  tiS. 

Declaration  by  ship  owner,  upon  a 
charter  party,  for  non-payment  of 
freight  by  charterer,  and  on  a  com- 
mon count  for  money  payable  for 
freight  and  on  an  account  stated. 

IMcas :  1,  to  first  count,  discharge 
of  defendant  by  plain  tiff  before  breach. 
2,  tn  residue  of  clerluration.  Pay- 
ment. 3,  (on  equitable  grounds)  to 
whole  declaration,  parol  release  of 
ptaintitr  by  defendant  after  cause  of 
action  nccrued.  lieplications,  on  enni. 
table  grounds,  to  these  pleas  :  That, 
before  cause  of  action  accrued,  and 
before  release  or  dischai^e  of  defend. 
ant  by  plaintiff,  or  payment,  all  the 
right,  title  and  interest  of  plaintifTin 
the  said  ship,  and  in  the  said  charter 
iMirty,  was  assigned  to  S.,  and  thi 
tweatne,  and  are  now,  TCsteil  in  hii 
uf  which  defendant  had  notice  before 


the  allied  release  or  duchsrge 
defendant  by  plaintiff,  or  payme 
that  pi unliff  released  and  discharj 
defendant,  and  made  the  paymt 
without  the  authority,  knowledge 
consent  of  S. ;  that  the  release  i 
discharge  were  given  by  the  plain 
to  defendant,  and  obtained  by  defei 
ant  from  pluntiff,  and  the  paym< 
made,  fraudulently,  and  with  the 
tent  to  defraud  S.,  and  prevent  \ 
from  recovering  in  respect  of  the  s 
causes  of  action :  and  that  the  act 
was  brought  by  S.  in  the  name 

Elaintiff.  onbehalfof.9.:  that  plain 
ad  no  interest  in  the  said  action,  i 
that  it  bad  been  commenced  and  c 
ried  on  for  the  sole  naa  and  bene 
and  at  the  sole  eipence  and  cost,  ol 
Od  demurrer,  held  a  good  repli 
tion  on  equitable  grounds,  wit 
■ect.  83  of  The  Common  Law  Pro 
dure  Aci,  1S34(17&IS  Vict.c.m 
De  PMhmier  v.  He  JUattoi,  46). 


I.  CoDstraction  of  Acta  relating  to  C( 

i.  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  (10  & 
Vict.  c.   17.). 

What  is  water  for  domestic  use,  wi 
insect.  33.,  176.     Wattruorkt. 

ii.  Railways  Clauses  Consolidal 
Act  (8  &  9  Viet.  c.  20.). 

What  is  the  "  principal  office"  o 
railway  Company,  within  sect.  1 
837.     Baaieay*  CUaa«*  CatuoU 

iii.  Railway  Traffic  and  Canal  . 
(17  &  18  Fid:  c.  31.). 


it.  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  (1 
20  Viet.  e.  47.). 

Sect.  31.  Bill  of  exchange,  drawn 
and  accepted  by,  officer  of  Comps 
499.  BilU  of  Exeh^e  audi 
miuoTy  Notet,  L  i. 

IL  Contracts  by  Companies. 


COMPOSITION. 
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i.  By  railway  Companies,  as  carriers, 
958.     Carriers, 

ii.  By  banking  Company.  Transfer 
of  shares,  887.     Contract,  VI.  vii. 

lii.  Bill  of  exchange,  drawn  upon  a 
limited  Company.  What  amounts 
to  a  "  signing  ^  by  their  officer, 
within  The  Jomt  Stock  Companies 
Act,  1 856, 499.  BiUji  of  Exchange 
and  Promissory  Notes,  1,  i. 

iv.  Insurance  Company.  Due  execu- 
tion of  a  policy  by  directors,  but 
without  the  previous  authorization 
required  by  the  deed  of  settlement : 
good  as  a£[ainst  the  Company,  183. 
Contract,  TV. 

III.  Actions  against  Companies. 

i.  Against  a  railway  Company,  for 
libel.  What  amounts  to  implied, 
and  what  (semble)  to  express, 
malice  in  them,  115.    Libel,  1.  i. 

ii.  Against  a  railway  Company  for 
negligence,  958.  Carriers,  719. 
Negligence,  I.  ii. 

iii.  On  insurance  policies.  Contract. 
Insurance. 

COMPOSITION. 
Of  tithes,  I.    Rate,  I.  (1). 

CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 
Contract,  VI.  vi. 

CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 
Vendor  and  Vendee,  III. 

CONSIDERATION. 
Failure  of.     Contract,  VI.  vii. 

CONSTABLES. 

Appointment  of,  under  stat.  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  109.  Duty  of  vestry,  summoned 
for  the  purpose  of  making  out  a  list 
of  persons  competent  to  serve. 

Under  sects.  2  &  3  of  stat.  5  &  6 
Vict,  c.  109.,  where  justices  issue  a 
precept  to  overseers  requiring  them 


to  return  a  list  of  a  competent  num- 
ber of  men  in  their  parish  to  serve  as 
constables,  and  the  overseers  accord- 
ingly summon  a  vestry  within  the 
fourteen  days  after  receiving  the 
precept,  prescribed  in  sect.  3,  the 
vestry  has  no  discretion,  but  must 
make  out  the  list. 

Therefore,  where  such  vestry,  hav- 
ing met  in  obedience  to  the  precept, 
had  adjourned  for  a  twelvemonth,  and 
made  no  return,  this  Court,  on  motion 
made  after  the  expiration  of  the  four- 
teen days,  issued  a  mandamus  com- 
manding the  overseers  to  summon  a 
vestry  for  the  purpose  of  making  out 
and  returning  a  list. 

Although  the  affidavits  in  support 
of  the  rule  disclosed  no  ground  for 
considering  the  appointment  of  the 
parochial  constables  to  be  necessary, 
and  although,  in  opposition  to  the 
rule,  it  was  deposed  that  the  inhabit- 
ants considered  the  appointment  of 
parochial  constables  to  be  superfluous 
and  uselessly  expensive,  a  paid  police 
having  been  appointed  under  stat. 
19  &  20  Vict,  c.  69. 

And  although  it  was  also  deposed 
that  the  parochial  constables  of  the 
preceding  year  were  ready  to  serve 
on.  Regina  v.  Overseers  of  North 
Bierley,  519. 

CONTINUANCES. 
Appeal,  II.,  IV. 

CONTRACT. 

(By  charter  party.)    Ship,  IV. 

(Of  insurance.)    Insurance. 

(By  lease).    Landlord  and  Tenant,  T. 

First:  Contracts  by  corporations.  Their 
rights  and  liabilities. 

I.  Special  contract  by  railway  Company, 
under  The  Railway  Traffic  and  Canal 
Act.  Oral  evidence  to  explain,  958. 
Carriers. 

II.  By  Commissioners,  elected  annually 
under  a  local  Act ;  rights  and  reme- 
dies of  a  clerk,  appointed  by  them 
under  the  Act-,  against  subsequent 
Commissioners. 
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Commisstoners  were  appointed,  to 
be  annually  elected,  for  execatins  a 
local  Act  (9  O.  4.  c.  xxvi.).  They 
had  power  to  levy  rates.  By  the  Act 
they  had  power  to  appoint  clerks  and 
other  officers,  and  to  pay  them  salaries 
out  of  the  money  to  be  raised  under 
the  Act.  They  had  power  to  execute 
many  works.  By  the  Act  they  might 
sue  and  be  sued  by  their  clerk ;  and 
the  Commissioners  were  exempted 
from  personal  liability  for  any  con- 
tracts entered  into  by  them  as  Com- 
missioners. 

Held,  that  a  clerk,  appointed  by 
the  Commissioners  for  one  year,  might 
maintain  an  action  for  his  salary 
against  the  clerk  of  the  Commissioners 
in  a  subsequent  year. 

Held,  also,  that  it  was  within  the 
■cope  of  the  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sioners to  employ  on  attorney ;  and 
that  he  might  recover  in  an  action 
against  the  clerk  of  the  Commissioners 
in  a  succeeding  year.  HaU  v.  Taylor^ 
107. 

III.  By  a  board  of  ^ardians,  not  under 
seal.  What  are  mcidental  and  neces- 
sary purposes. 

The  guardians  of  a  p€>or  law  Union, 
suspecting  fraud  by  their  clerk  in  the 
Union  accounts,  employed  plaintiff  to 
investigate  them,  and,  during  the  pro- 
gress of  such  investigation,  and  aher 
the  appointment  of  a  new  clerk,  also 
employed  plaintiff  to  make  up  the 
Union  accounts  for  the  last  half  year, 
which  involved  a  fresh  investisration 
by  him  into  the  old  accounts,  rlain- 
tiff  was  employed  under  three  several 
resolutions  of  the  Board  of  Guardians, 
entered  in  their  minute  book  ;  but  no 
contract  was  made  under  the  seal  of 
the  Hoard.  In  an  action  by  plaintiff 
against  the  Board,  for  work  and 
labour, 

Held,  by  Eric  J.  (dubitante  Cromp- 
ton  J.)»  that,  as  the  work  done  by 
plaintilf  was  incidental  and  necessary 
to  the  purposes  for  which  the  Board 
of  Guardians  were  created,  and  had 
been  performed  by  olaintiff  at  the 
request  of  the  Board,  he  was  entitled 
to  recover,  though  the  contract  was 
not  under  se*il.  Ilaigh  v.  North 
Bierley  Umov^  b7.1. 


IV .  Due  execution  of  a  policy  by  direc- 
tors of  an  insurance  Comnany,  but 
without  the  previous  autnonzation 
required  by  the  deed  of  settlement : 
good  as  against  the  Company. 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  a  life 
assurance  Society,  completely  regis- 
tered under  sUt.  7  &  8  Vict,  c.  110^ 
provided,  by  the  20th  section  of  the 
deed,  that  the  common  seal  should 
not  be  affixed  to  any  policies  except 
by  the  order  of  three  directors,  signed 
by  them  and  countersigned  by  the 
manager,  and,  by  sect.  28,  that  ever? 
policy  should  be  given  under  the  hands 
of  not  less  than  three  of  the  directors 
and  sealed  with  the  common  seal.  Bj 
sect.  101,  the  books  containing  the 
proceedings  of  the  general  meetings 
and  of  the  board  of  directors  were  to 
be  open  to  the  inspection  of  share- 
holders. A  policy  was  executed,  sealed 
with  the  common  seal,  and  signed  bj 
three  directors,  one  of  whom  wis 
manager ;  but  there  was  no  previous 
order  made  as  required  bv  the  20tli 
section.  The  Company,  in  discussions 
with  the  assured,  treated  the  policj 
as  effective.  Held :  that  they  coold 
not  repudiate  their  liability  on  the 
policy,  upon  the  ground  that  the  exe- 
cution was  not  authorized. 

Two  life  assurance  Companies,  P- 
and  A.,  were  in  the  habit  of  reassur- 
ing to  each  other  in  respect  of  policia 
granted  to  third  persons  by  the  re- 
assured. By  the  course  of  businesst 
as  any  premium  became  due  from  one 
Company  to  the  other,  the  Companj 
entitled  to  the  premium  ^ve  to  the 
Company  owing  it  a  receipt  for  the 
amount :  on  periodical  settlements  of 
account  between  P.  and  A.  the  pre- 
miums due  on  each  side  were  taken 
into  account,  the  balance  struck,  and 
paid  by  the  party  against  whom  it 
stood.  No  other  payments  passed 
between  P,  and  A.  A  premium  l»eing 
due  from  P.  to  ^.,  A.  gave  P.  a 
receipt  for  the  amount.  At  this  time 
A,  was  indebted  to  P. :  the  amount  of 
the  premium  went  into  the  account  in 
the  usual  course  of  business  ;  and,  it 
the  next  settlement,  a  balance  was  dae 
f]  oin,  and  paid  by.  A,  to  P.  Held : 
that  the  premium  was  paid  at  the  time 
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when  the  receipt  was  giren.  Prince 
of  Wales  Assurance  Company  y.  Hard- 
ing^ 183. 

Sbcondlt  :  Contracts  by  individuals. 

y.  Evidence  explanatory  of  written  con- 
tract. 

i.  Evidence  as  to  the  class  of  contract. 

(1).  Plaintifis  sold  to  defendant  I*  50 
tons  best  palm  oil,  expected  to  arrive** 
"per  The  Chalco,''  "at  40/.  10*.  per 
ton  i"  "  wet,  dirty  and  inferior  oil,  if 
any,  at  a  fair  allowance.**  The  oil, 
on  arrival,  contained  one  fiflh  only  of 
"  best**  oil.  In  an  action  for  not  ac- 
cepting the  oil : 

ileld,  that  oral  evidence  was  admis- 
sible to  shew  that,  according  to  mer- 
cantile  usage,  the  contract  in  question 
was  satisfied  if  the  oil  delivered  con- 
tained a  substantial  portion  of  **  best** 
oil :  and  such  evidence  was  for  the 
jury.    Lucas  v.  Bristow^  907. 

(2).  D.  M,  Sf  Co.y  brokers  in  London^ 
beine  employed  by  one  S.  to  purchase 
oil,  dealt  with  T.  8f  AT.,  brokers,  who 
were  emploved  by  plaintiff  to  sell  oil, 
without  either  broker  disclosing  the 
names  of  their  principals.  D,  M,  Sf 
Co.  delivered  to  7*.  jr  3f .  a  note  as 
follows :  "  Sold  this  day  for  Messrs. 
T,  &•  M,  Ui  our  principal  10  tons  of 
oil,*  specifying  the  terms  and  price, 
which  was  above  10/.  The  note  was 
signed  D,  M,  &-  Co,,  brokers.  Quarter 
per  cent,  brokerage  to  D.  M.  ^  Co. 
D.  M.  Sf  Co.  did  not  disclose  the  name 
of  their  principal  S.  till  after  the  lapse 
of  an  unreasonable  time,  when  S.  had 
become  insolvent.  Plaintiff  sued  D. 
M.  Sf  Co.  for  not  accepting  the  oil, 
laying  the  sale  as  by  himself  to  D.  M. 
4'  Co.  Defendants  denied  the  con- 
tract. On  the  trial,  plaintiff  proved  a 
custom  in  the  trade  that,  when  a  broker 
purchased  without  disclosing  the  name 
of  his  principal,  he  was  liable  to  be 
looked  to  as  principal. 

Held,  by  the  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  (Cockbum 
C.  J.,  PoUock  C.  B.,  WiUiams  and 
Crowder  Js.),  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  Queen*s  Bench,  that  evidence 
of  the  custom  was  admissible,  as  not 
contradicting  the  written  instrument, 


but  expUuntng  its  terms,  or  adding  a 
tacitly  implied  incident ;  and  that  the 
note  thus  explained  was  a  sufficient 
memorandum  of  the  contract  sued 
upon  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds ; 
and  that  the  action  lav. 

Dissentient! bus  Wiues  J.  and  Martin 
and  Channell,  Bs.  Dale  r.  Hum/rey, 
1004. 

ii.  Evidence  as  to  the  particular  con- 
tract. 

Of  the  meaning  of  "not  insured**  in 
a  special  contract  by  a  railway  Com- 
pany, under  sect.  7  of  the  Kailway 
Traffic  and  Canal  Act,  958.  Car^ 
riers. 

VI.  Contracts  void  and  voidable,  when 
and  when  not. 

i.  Bv  performance  becoming  impos- 
sible. 

Promise  to  marry,  not  avoided  by 
defendant,  before  breach,  becoming 
afflicted  with  a  disease  rendering  it 
dangerous  for  him  to  marry. 

Action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage,  averring  the  promise  to  be 
to  marry  within  a  reasonable  time. 

Plea,  that  defendant,  afier  the 
promise  and  before  the  breach,  be- 
came afflicted  with  disease  occasion- 
ing bleeding  from  the  lungs,  and  by 
reason  of  such  disease  became  inca- 
pable of  marriage  without  great  dan*, 
ger  to  his  life,  and  therefore  unfit  for 
the  married  state,  of  which  plantiff  be. 
fore  action  had  notice.  Issue  thereon. 
The  jury  found  all  the  averments  of 
this  plea  in  favour  of  the  defendant, 
except  the  averment  of  notice,  which 
they  negatived. 

Held,  in  the  Queen*8  Bench,  by 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  and  CromptonJ., 
that  the  plea  was  not  sufficient,  at  all 
events  without  this  averment. 

Held  by  Wi^htman  J.  and  Erie  J. 
that  it  was  sufficient. 

The  junior  Judge  having  withdrawn 
his  opinion,  and  a  rule  to  enter  the 
verdict  on  this  plea  for  the  plaintiff 
having  been  discharged : 

Held,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
on  appeal,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer 
to  the  action.  Per  Williams  J.,  Martin 
I      B.,  Crowder  J.  and  WiUes  J.    Dis- 


•entientibiu  PnBock  C.  B^  BramwU 

B.  and  Watsm  B.     Ball  v.  Wright, 

746. 

ii.  Bj  buikruptcj. 

Aasij^ment  of  life  policies  aa  aeunrity, 
and  covenant  to  paj  the  premiums  ; 
does  not  conatitule  a  linbilit/  to  pay 
money  upon  a  contingency,  within 
fect.178  urBtat.l2&  13  Kict.e.  106., 
914.  Bankrapt  Law  Cmuoiidation 
Act. 

iii.  Under  the  Statute  of  Frsnda. 
Statute  of  Fravdi.  ' 

iv.  On  the  ground  of  cbampertj  or 


Assignment  to  attorney,  fay  client,  of 
the  subject  matter  of  a  suit,  as 
ttetaity  for  costs :  not  void. 

W;  having  recovered  a  verdict  in  | 
ejectment,  executed  an  indenture,  on 
the  day  following,  reciting  that  he  was 
indebted  to  the  attorney  who  had  con- 
ducted the  suit  in  100/.  for  money  lent 
and  for  work  aa  an  attomer,  and  was 
unable  then  to  pay  it,  and  had  agreed 
to  secure,  aa  after  mentioned;  and  he 
granted  and  assigned  to  the  attorney 
the  crop  of  potatoes  then  growing 
upon  the  close  which  was  the  subject 
of  the  action,  and  all  other  clTecls  then 
thereon,  with  power  to  the  attorney 
to  enter  upon  the  close,  and  inspect, 
until  payment  of  the  lOOl.  and  in- 
terest j  proviso  that,  if  W.  should  par 
the  lOO/.  and  interest  by  a  day  named, 
the  indenture  ebould  be  void  ;  coven- 
ant hjW.  to  pay  the  lOOi.,  and  the 
interest,  meanwhile;  power  to  the  at- 
torney, in  case  of  default  of  payment, 
to  enter  and  carry  away  the  effects 
assigned,  or  otberwixe  to  remain  on 
the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
posing of  the  effects,  and  converting 
them  into  money;  proviso  that,  till 
default,  W.  should  remain  in  posses- 
sion, and  that,  if  the  attorney  sold  the 
property,  he  should  hold  the  surplus, 
after  paying  the  expenses  and  re- 
imbursing himself,  in  trust  for  W. 

Held  by  the  Court  of  Eichequer 
Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  this 
indenture  could   not   be   impeached. 


eittier  on  the  gronnd  of  its  amo 
to  champerty  or  maintenance, 


and,  on  the  day  foUowins  th 
named  for  the  payment,  judgme 
signed  in  the  ejectment.  AAei 
judgment  was  recovered  asaii 
in  an  action  hjB.,  and  a  fi.  fa.  il 
after  that,  a  habere  facias  issi 
the  ejectment;  after  that,  the 
seiaed  the  property  under  the  fi 
the  action  of  S.  against  W.;  sfte 
possession  under  the  habere  faci. 
delivered  to  W.,  and  by  W.  to  t 
tomey ;  and  the  attorney  gave 
of  his  title  to  the  sheriff;  ofler 
the  sheriff,  under  the  fi.  fa.,  ao. 
crop  of  potatoes,  and  W.'t  inlei 
the  close.  The  attorney  brouj 
action  against  the  sberiff;  afti 
commencement  of  which  the  sh 
vendee  gathered  the  potatoes,  ai) 
posed  of  them  to  his  own  nse. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Q 
Bench,  that  the  action  lay;  the 
baving,after  possession  had  been 
to  the  attorney,  authorized  thi 
version  of  the  potatoes. 

Judgment  in  the  Exchequer  • 
her,  on  the  ground  that,  at  an; 
the  attorney  s  possession  relatec 
to  the  accruing  of  his  title, 
was  prior  to  the  first  seieure  1 
sberitf.   Aruter»o 


T.  On  the  ground  of  fraud. 

1).  Promise  to  marrv,  not  void 
an  agreement  by  plamtiff,  befor 
promise,  to  marry  another,  sue 
mise  not  having  been  fraad 
withheld  from  defendant. 

Declaration  by  a  woman  < 
agreement  between  herself  ai 
fcndant  to  marry  one  another 
a  time  elapsed  before  the  suit; 
■uentthalareaBonabletimchade 
beforetbe  suit,  and  plaintiff  had. 


Plea  :  that,  before  and  at  tb 
of  the  agreement,  pluntiff  and 
agreed  to  marry  one  another, 
agreement  was  in  full  force,  as 
tiff  knew,  but  of  which  defends 
then  ignorant ;  and  that,  tbougl 


CONTRACT. 

t!ff  ought  fullj  to  have  disclosed  the 
same  lo  defendant  before  the  making 
ofihe  agreement,  and  though  defend- 
ant would  not  have  made  the  agree- 
ment hacl  the  same  been  disclosed  to 
him  before  the  making  thereof,  plain- 
tilT,  at  the  time  of  the  agreement, 
withheld  and  concealed  the  same  from 
defendant,  and  defendant  mode   the 


Un  demurrer;  held  a  bad  pti 
there  being  no  express  allegation  of 
fraud.    Beaches  v.  Brotun,  796. 

(2).  When  the  jpower  to  rescind  on 
the  ground  of  fraud  ceases.  What  is 
then  the  remedj. 

A  person  induced  bj  fraud  to  enter 
into  a  contract  under  which  he  pbts 
money  maj,  at  his  option,  rescind  the 
contract,  and  recover  back  the  price 
as  monej  had  and  received,  if  he 
can  return  what  he  has  received 
under  it.    But,  when  he  can  no  lonecr 

Elnce  the  parties  in  statu  quo,  as  if  be 
as  become  unable  to  return  what  he 
has  received  in  the  same  plight  as- 
tbal  in  which  he  received  it,  the  riehl 
to  rescind  no  longer  exists  ;  and  his 
reraedj  must  be  hj  an  actioi 
deceit,  and  not  for  monej  had  and 
received.     Clarke  v.  Oickion,  148. 


vi.  Non-performance  of  a  condition 
precedent. 

Insurance,  for  a  ^ear,  on  the  life  of 
another ;  quarterly  instalments  of 
premium.  Payment  quarterly  ~~ 
a  condition  nrecedent  to  the  c 
tinunnce  of  the  policy  for  the  year, 
156.     Insurance,  I.  L  (1). 

vii.  Failure  of  consideration. 

Money  had  and  received  does  not  lie, 
by  transferee  of  shares  to  recover 
Mck  purchase  money  paid  by  hiui 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts. 

Defendant,  be  ins  possessed  of  shares 

in  a  joint  stock  oankiog  Company, 
instructed  his  broker  to  sell  tbem. 
Plain tiil  instructed  his  broker  to  pur- 
chase shares  in  the  said  Company. 
The  two  brokers   agreed  with   each 


CONVICTION. 
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other  to  sell   and  buy  respectWely. 
Both  brokers  were   members   of  the 

Stock  Exchange ;  and,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  the 
names  of  the  principals  are  not  men- 
tioned at  the  time  of  such  contract,  but 
arecommunicatedon  the  day  preceding 
the  day  on  which  ibc  sale  is  made;  ani^ 
on  the  day  last  mentioned,  the  parties 
executed  the  contract.  By  the  rules 
of  the  Company,  transfers  could  not 
be  roade  without  the  consent  of  the 
directors;  and  seven  days' notice  of 
transfer  must  be  given  to  them  :  but, 
In  practice,  the  rules  of  the  Company 
in  this  respect  were  not  stnctly  en- 
1n   this  case,  n 


a  blank  form  of  transfer  from  the 
Company,  which  defendant  executed 
three  days  afterwards.  On  the  fol- 
lowing Jny,  defendant's  broker  de- 
livered the  transfer  to  the  plaintiff's 
broker.  On  that  day  the  Company 
had  Slopped  payment :  and  plaintitf  s 
broker  refused  to  accept  the  transfer, 
or  to  pay  the  purchase  money.  The 
Company  never  consented  to  the  trans- 
fer, nor  resumed  business,  and  ulti- 
mately became  bankrupt. 

Plamtifi*  desired  his  broker  not  to 
pay  for  the  shares;  but  the  broker,  in 
obedience  to  the  decision  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Stock  Exchange,  before 
whom  the  question  had  been  brought, 
paid  the  purehRse  money  lo  defend- 
ant's broker,  who  paid  It  over  to  de- 
fendant. Afterwards  plaintiS'  paid 
the  sum  to  his  own  broker,  who  had 
threatened  to  enforce  payment  by 
proceedings  at  law. 

Plaintiff  having  suad  defendant  for 
money  had  and  received,  on  the  ground 
of  failure  of  con.fideration  :  Held,  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  action  did 
not  lie.     Remfry  v.  Bviler,  887. 

VII.  Measure  of  damages  for  breach  of. 
DttTimgtM.  See,  also.  Principal  and 
Agent.    Vendor  and  Vendee. 

CONVICTION. 

In  a  colonial  Court,  of  a  criminal  offence. 

A  writ  of  error,  or  certiorari,  to  quash, 


cosrotATioN. 


CODNTTOOUIT. 


t  Ika  At- 1     C>).  i 
taney  GcMnT*  fiat,  8S8.     Errwr.  pm 


CORPORATION. 
[.  CootneU  by.    Omtrmtt. 


UbcL    Wlwt  MBMinU 

•nd  (*enUe)  what  to 

112.    LUtthO-) 


Com*  on  affirm  ttion,  b^ 

Chamber,  of  the  jadgnent  of  tbe 
Coort  bdow,  1069. 


Od  appeal  from  connt^  court,  under 
•Ut.  13  ft  U  Viet.  e.  61.  «.  M.. 
within  what  time  to  be  giTcn. 

Stat.  13  ft  U  Vitt.  e.  61.  >.  14., 
giving  an  a^ipesl  fraa  tbe  conntj 
court,  makei  tt  a  condHion  precedent 
that  ■ecurit]'  for  costs  sboald  be  given 
witbin  tea  day!  alter  the  determina- 
tion compUined  of.  Stoag  t.  Dtam, 
M4. 

II L  Taxation  of. 

i.  Id  Superior  CourU. 

(1).  What  are  interlneotorf  costa, 
within  Beg.  Gen.  HO.  16  Viet. 
e.63. 

A  defendant  taken  ander  a  ca.  sa. 
was,  on  summons,  discharged  hj  order 
ofa  Judge,  with  costs,  he  bringing  no 
action.  Held  that  those  costs  were 
interlocntoTf  coats  within  the  meaning 
of  K«.  Gen.  Hil.  16  VieL  ».  65. 
M^me  T.  Lertom,  324. 

(2).  Verdict  for  defendant.  Recovery 
from  plaintiff,  by  witness  attending 
on  plaintJfTs  subpxna,  of  expenses 
paid  to  witness  bj  defendant,  but 
repaid,  purauant  to  agi-eement,  on 
their  heme  disallowed  on  taxatjcn, 
at  plaintiff's  ineUnce,  5,15.  Wit- 
ne*»,  I. 


mmtk  frnaa  tfce  ddiTOj  of 
ImU,  bnt  beftn  the  ezpiral 
OMMitb  bam  tiwdeliTery  of  tl 
be  popued  ta  ilrftiKUnt  tha 
ler  aboald  wane  the  object! 
nMi-ex[Hralian  of  the  Booth 
ddirerf  of  tbeaeeond  bill,ai 
pniceM  in  an  nctioaoBlhe  ti 
feodant  not  having  oooaented 
broogfat  an  actioo  on  the  first 
afterwards,  and  after  the  « 
of  th«  month  bam  the  ddivc 


tbe  first  bai;  bnt  be  taxed  o 
cood  tuQ  more  than  a  aixtl 
anregate  <rf  the  two  iMlb  : 
alJaw^  tbe  {daintiff  tbe  oo« 
first  taxatkw,  and  tbe  dcfiai 
casta  of  tbe  aecond  taxation ; 


Tbe  Coart  (diasentiente  J 
on  the  application  of  tbe  di 
ordered  the  Master  to  review 
ation  of  the  costs  of  the  taxati 
to  include  tbe  whole  in  one  a 
and  that  the  two  actions  si 
coDaolidal«d.  SeanUaU  v.  C 
243. 

(4).  Action  brongbt  in  Q.  B 
connty  conrt  by  order  of  ■ 
scale  of  taxation  of  coi 
Cotadi/  Court,  L  (1). 


Taxation  by  r^pstrar,  nndea 
&  20  Vict  c.  108.  No  Af 
to  Q.  B.,  123.  County  Com 

COUNTY  COUKT. 


(1).  Action  brought  in  Q.  B 
county  court  by  order  of  i 
scale  of  taxation  of  costs. 


CURATE. 
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Under  sect.  26  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict, 
c,  108.,  a  Judge  of  Q.  B.  ordered 
that  the  trial  in  an  action  brought  in 
Q.  B.  should  be  had  in  a  county  court. 
No  application  was  made  to  him  to 
impose  any  terms,  The  action  having 
been  tried,  the  costs  were  taxed  bj 
the  Master  in  Q.  B.  according  to  the 
scale  of  the  Superior  Courts,  so  far  as 
regarded  the  proceedings  in  Q.  B., 
but,  so  far  as  regarded  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  countj  court,  according  to 
the  countj  court  scale. 

On  motion  to  review  his  taxation : 
Held  that  he  was  justified  in  so  far 
adopting  the  county  court  scale  as  his 
gniae.     Wheatcrofi  v.  Foster^  737. 

(2).  Taxation  by  registrar,  under 
Stat.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  108.  s.  34.  No 
appeal  to  Q.  B. 

No  appeal  lies,  under  stat.  13  &  14 
Vict,  c.  61. «.  14.,  to  this  Court  from 
the  decision  of  a  county  court  on  an 
interlocutory  matter,  such  as  the  tax- 
ation of  costs  under  stat.  19  &  20 
Vict,  c.  108.  8.  34.  An  appeal  on  such 
a  matter  having  been  Drought,  this 
Court  refused  to  hear  the  point  ar- 
gued, on  the  ground  that  they  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  decide  such  a  point, 
but  entertained  the  appeal  so  tar  as 
to  dismiss  it  with  costs.  Carr  r. 
Stringer,  123. 

II.  Appeal  from. 

Under  stat.  13  &  14  Viet.c.  61.  «.  14. 
Security  for  costs,  within  what  time 
to  be  given,  504.     Coitt^  II. 

CURATE. 

Salary  of:  when  to  be  deducted  from 
the  gross  annual  value  of  a  tithe  com- 
mutation rent  charge,  in  calculating 
the  net  annual  value,  1.    Rate,  I.  (1). 

CUSTOMS    CLAUSES    CONSOLI- 
DATION  ACT,  1853. 

(16  &  17  Vict.  c.  107.). 

Sects.  1 70, 1 71 , 1 72.  Stowage  of  carffo : 
certificate :  penalty  for  neglect.  When 
such  neglect  by  the  master  vitiates 
the  insurance  on  the  cargo  by  another 


party,  670.    7fi#Kraiic« 


irgo  by  ai 
.  11.  (2). 


DAMAGES. 
Measure  of. 

I.  Assignment  to  trustees,  for  the  be- 
nefit of  creditors,  of  "  all  writings,'* 
&c.  Trover  by  trustees  against  exe- 
cutrix of  assignor,  for  a  policy  on  his 
life.  Measure  of  damages,  75.  Am- 
signment,  I. 

II.  Sale  on  a  warranty.  Action  by  ven- 
dee, having  resold  on  a  similar  war- 
ranty, against  vendor,  for  breach  of 
warranty.    Measure  of  damages. 

Declaration  changed  that  defendant 
had  sold  to  plaintin  seed  barley,  war- 
ranting it  to  be  of  a  particular  quality, 
but  had  delivered  seed  barley  of  an 
inferior  quality :  and  it  alleged,  as 
special  damage,  that  plaintiff,  relying 
on  the  warranty,  haa  sold  the  seed 
barley  with  a  similar  warranty  to  T., 
who  had  sown  it  and  had  thereby  ob- 
tained a  crop  inferior  to  that  which 
would  have  oeen  produced  by  seed 
barley  of  the  quality  warranted,  and 
so  incurred  damages  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  liable  to  make  good. 

Defendant  having  suffered  judg- 
ment by  default,  it  was  proved,  on 
the  execution  of  the  writ,  of  inc^uiry 
for  damages,  that  the  sale  by  plamtiff 
had  taken  place  as  all^^ ;  and  evi- 
dence was  given  of  the  pecuniary 
amount  of  the  values  of  the  crop  ob- 
tained and  the  crop  which  would  have 
been  produced  by  seed  barlev  of  the 
quality  warranted.  It  further  ap- 
peurea  that  the  plaintiffs*  vendee  had 
claimed  from  him  compensation,  which 
the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  make ;  but 
no  sum  had  been  agreed  upon,  and  no 
payment  actually  made. 

Held  that,  in  assessing  the  damages, 
the  jury  ought  to  include  the  amount 
to  wnich  they  considered  the  plaintiff 
had  become  liable  to  his  vendee  in  re- 
spect of  the  difference  of  the  crops. 
Wightman  J.  dubitante.  Randall  v. 
Raper,  84. 

III.  Assessment  of  damages  for  breach 
of  condition  in  a  bond  not  to  practise 
as  a  surgeon  within  certain  limits. 

DecUratioii  on  a  bond  for  300^ 
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DEPOSITIONS. 


given  by  defendant  to  plaintiff.  The 
declaration  set  out  the  condition, 
which  recited  that  defendant  and  B. 
had  practised  in  partnership  the  pro- 
fessions of  surgeons,  apothecaries,  ac- 
coucheurs and  general  medical  prac- 
titioners at  IF.,  and  were  about  to 
dissolve  partnership  ;  and  that  it  had 
been  agreed  to  dispose  of  their  prac* 
tice  at  W.  to  plaintiff  for  150/. :  and 
defendant  and  B.  had  agreed  with 
plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  bond,  con- 
ditioned, as  therein  mentioned,  for  the 
security  of  plaintiff  against  any  risk 
of  del^ndant  or  B,  practising  or 
introducing  any  other  practitioner 
within  the  distances  therein  men- 
tioned. And  it  was  declared  that,  if 
either  defendant  or  B,  should  within 
three  years  practise,  or  attempt  to 
practise,  the  professions  of  surgeon, 
apothecary,  accoucheur  or  general 
medical  practitioner,  or  either  of 
them,  or  carry  on  the  business  of 
chemist  or  druggist,  within  one  mile 
from  the  parish  church  of  IF.,  or 
prescribe  for  any  patient  of  plaintiff, 
or  attempt  to  induce  such  patient  to 
call  in  defendant,  B.  or  any  other 
medical  practitioner  than  plamtiff,  or 
induce  any  other  medical  practitioner 
to  practise  within  one  mile  &c.,  or 
introduce  any  one  who  should  so 
practise  as  surgeon,  &c.,  within  such 
distance,  to  any  patient  of  plaintiff,  or 
if  defendant  or  B,  should,  within  ten 
-years,  carry  on  the  business  of  chemist 
or  druggist,  or  open  a  surgery,  or 
place  for  dispensing  medicine,  or  be 
connected  witn  any  one  opening  &c., 
within  one  mile  &c.,  or  if  B.  should 
underlet  or  assign  his  dwelling  house 
at  W,  to  any  physician,  surgeon,  &c., 
or  suffer  any  person  practising  &c.  to 
reside  there  before  13th  February 
then  next,  **  then,  and  in  any  or  either 
of  the  said  cases,  if  the  defendant  or 
the  said"  -B.,  their  executors,  &c., 
"  or  either  of  thom,  did  and  should 
forthwith  well  and  truly  pay  unto  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  300/.,  the  said 
bond  should  be  void.'*  There  was  no 
express  stipulation  that  the  bond 
should  be  void  if  the  defendant  and 
B.  abstained  from  doing  the  acts,  nor 
that  the  bond  should  in  any  case  stand 
good.    Breaches  were  assigned:  and 


the  jury  found  that  the  defendant  hai 
practised  within  the  mile,  and  had  no 
paid  any  part  of  the  300/. ;  and  the 
assessed  the  damages  in  respect  o 
this  breach  at  25/. 

Held :  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  t 
recover  the  whole  sum  of  300/.  Mer 
cer  V.  Irving,  563. 

DEBT. 

I.  "  Claim"  "  for  a  debt,"  under  sect  2J 
of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
1852,  comprehends  debt  upon  a  jndg- 
ment :  particulars  may  be  endorsed 
on  the  writ,  and  judgment  signed  foi 
non-appearance,  under  sect.  27,  S84 
Common  Law  Procedure  Acts,  I.  L 

II.  What  is  a  "  debt"  which  can  be 
attached  under  the  garnishee  claosea 
(sects.  60,  67)  of  The  Common  Lsw 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  63.  Commn 
Law  Procedure  Acts^  II.  L 

DECEIT. 
Action  for,  148.     Contract,  VI.  v.  (2). 

DECLARATION. 


Pleading,  U. 


Execution  of. 


DEED. 


Due  execution  of  a  policy  by  di- 
rectors of  an  insurance  companj, 
but  without  the  previous  autho- 
rization required  by  the  deed  of 
settlement :  Good  as  against  the 
Company,  183.  Contract,  IV.  See 
also,  Assignment,  Bond,  Insurance, 

DELIV^ERY  ORDEK. 
Vendor  and  Vendee,  11. 


Ship,  IV. 


DEMURRAGE. 


DEPOSITIONS. 


Application  for,  to  clerk  of  justices, 
under  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  31.  #.9.: 
within  what  time  to  be  made,  2^ 
Mandamus,  II. 


DEPOSIT  MONEY. 


DEVISE. 
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DEPOSIT  MONEY. 
Vendor  and  Vendee^  III. 


DEVISE. 

Construction  of   words    of   limitation, 
"  For  default  of  such  issue.** 

R.  had  one  brother  C.  and  two 
sisters  M,  and  A, ;  and  C  had  three 
sons, «/.,  C.  and  T,  In  this  state  of 
the  family,  12.,  by  will  made  in  1765, 
devised  land  of  which  he  was  seized 
in  fee  simple  to  his  brother  C  for 
life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  remamder  to 
J.  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders,  re- 
mainder to  the  first  son  of  the  body 
of  J..^  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body 
of  such  first  son  lawfully  issuing; 
"  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,"  to 
the  second,  third,  fourth,  fifih,  sixth, 
seventh,  and  all  and  every  son  and 
sons  of  the  body  of  •/.,  severally  and 
successively,  and  in  remainder  one 
after  another,  as  they  and  every  of 
them  should  be  in  seniority  of  age 
and  priority  of  birth,  ana  of  the 
several  and  successive  heirs  male  of 
the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  every 
such  son  and  sons  lawfully  issuing, 
the  elder  of  such  son  and  sons,  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  being 
always  preferred  and  to  take  before 
the  younger  of  such  son  and  sons,  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body  ;  **  an(l,  for 
default  of  such  issue,"  similar  limita- 
tions to  i2/s  brother*8  son  C  and  to 
his  sons  in  tail  male ;  "  and,  for 
default  of  such  issue,"  similar  limi- 
tations to  T,  and  to  his  sons  in  tail 
male ;  "  and,  for  default  of  such 
is^ue,"  to  the  fourth,  fiflh,  &c.,  and 
all  and  every,  son  and  sons  of  the 
body  of  i?.*s  brother  C,  lawfully  to 
be  begotten,  successively,  in  tail  male; 
**  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,"  to 
all  and  every  the  daughter  and 
daughters  of  jK.'s  brother  C.,  and  her 
and  their  heirs  for  ever,  to  take  as 
tenants  in  common  (if  more  than 
one)  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  **  and, 
lor  default  of   such  issue,"   similar 


limitations  to  the  daughters  of  J, ; 
"and,   for    default    of   such    issue," 
similar  limitations  to  the  daughters 
of  fJ.'s  brother's  son  C. ;   "  and,  for 
default  of  such  issue,"  similar  limi- 
tations to  the  daughters  of  T,\  "and, 
for  default  of  such    issue,"  similar 
limitations    to    all    and    every    the 
daughter  and  daughters  lawfully  to 
be  begotten  by  the  fourth,  fifth,  &c., 
sons  of  i?/s  brother  C,  the  daughters 
of  the  elder  of  such  afler  bom  sons 
of  the  brother  to  take  and  be  pre- 
ferred before  the  daughters  of  the 
younger;  "and,  for  default  of  such 
issue,    to  R*%  sisters  M,  and  i4.,  and 
their  heirs  for  ever,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants.   In 
a  later  part  of  the  will  was  contained 
a  shifting  clause,  providing   that,  if 
any  of  the  nephews  J,  C  or  21,  or 
any  afler  born  son  of  U.'s  brother  C, 
should  enter  into  religion  and  become 
a  professed  priest  of  any  order  of  the 
church  of  Itome,  or  if  any  of  the 
daughters  of  i?.*s  brother  C,  or  of 
the  nephews  «/.  C.  and  T.,  or  of  any 
after  born  son    of  U.*s  brother  C, 
should  enter  into  religion  and  become 
a  professed  nun,  immediately  there- 
upon  the  uses  limited    as    to   such 
nephew    or    after    begotten    son    as 
should  so  enter  into  religion,  &c.,  or 
of  such  daughter  who  should  so  enter 
into  such  religion,  &c.  "shall  cease, 
determine,  and  be  absolutely  null  and 
void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  what- 
soever :  and  that  the' person  of  persons 
next  in  reversion  to  take,  according 
to    my   afore   mentioned    limitation, 
shall    immediately    thereupon    enter 
into  and  upon  my  said  manors,"  &c., 
"  and  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  in  as 
full  a  manner,  to  idl  intents  and  pur- 
poses whatsoever,  as  he,  she,  or  they 
would  have  been  entitled  to  have  held 
and  enjoyed  the  same  in  case  the 
person  or  persons  so  entering  into  re- 
ligion as  aforesaid  had  been  tnen  dead, 
without  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their  bodj 
or  bodies  as  aforesaid." 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exch.  Ch., 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Q.  B.,  that  the  limitations  to  the 
daughters  gave  interests,  not  in  fee 
simple,  but  in  fee  tail  general ;  for 
that  the  words  "  for  default  of  such 
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iuuc,"  following  the  limiUtionB  to  the 
diughtera,  must  be  understood  as 
meaning  "  for  default  of  luch  iMue  of 
the  bod*  of  the  dsugbter." 

Snniie,  by  the  Court  of  Exch.  Ch. 
tdiHenttenle  Hartm  B.),  and  bj  tbe 
Court  of  Q.  B^  that,  but  for  the  oc- 
currence of  the  ihifling  clause,  the 
preriona  limitationa  would  have  been 
construed  bi  giving  uitereata  in  fee 
simple  to  the  daughter*.  Biddt^h 
r.  Lett,  269. 
See  also 
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DISORDERLY  HOUSE. 
Fenaltj  on  shopkeepo-,  under  a  local 
Act,  fur  permitting  disorderly  condnct, 
or  prostitutes  to  assemble,  in  the  shop. 
U^strate  when,  and  when  not,  bound 
to  coDTict  of  the  latter  offence. 

Bj  ft  local  police  Act  (5  &  S  Viet, 
c.  Cti.,  for  ZiwrpooQ,  a  penalty^  is 
impoaed,  recoverable  before  a  justice, 
OD  nnr  person  keeping  a  shop  where 
refreohment  is  sold,  not  being  a  li- 
censed Tictualler  or  liueosed  to  sell 
beer  bj  retail  to  be  drunk  on  the  pre- 
mises, if  be  knowingly  permit  dis- 
orderly conduct  in  sncti  shop,  or 
knowingly  suffer  proatitutes  to  meet 
tcgetber  and  remam  therein. 

Held  that,  if  the  justice  infers,  from 
proatitutes  coming  together  to  such 
shop,  that  they  have  in  fact  met  for 
purpoiea  of  prostitution  or  other  dis- 
orderlT  conduct,  he  ihould,  whether 
there  has  been  actual  disorderly  con- 
duct or  not,  convict  the  owner  of  the 
shop  who  has  knowingly  permitted 
this '.  but  not  otherwise. 

Therefore,  where,  on  appeal  and 
case  stated,  it  appeared  that  it  had 
been  proved  before  a  justice  that  an 
owner  of  such  shop  had  knowingly 
permitted  prostitutes  to  meet  and  re- 
main there,  that  reireahments  were 
there  sold,  and  that  no  disorderly  con- 
duct had  been  proved  to  have  taken 
place  there,  and  thejustice  had  refused 
to  convict,  the  Court  dismiased  the 
inpeal  against  his  deciuon.    Qrtig  v. 


appeal  ag 
Btudena, 


lU. 


DISTRESS. 
landlord  iudTntmt,lL 

DOCTORS'  COMMONS 

College  of.  Mandamus  does  not 
the  visitors,  commanding  them 
quire  into  the  proceedines 
Colli^  under  sUt.  20  &  2 1  Via 
u.  116, 117. 

This  Court  refused  to  grant  i 
damns  requiring  the  visitors 
in  the  charter  of  the  College  ol 
tors'  Commons  to  inquire  in 
mode  in  which  the  CoU^e,  andi 
20  &  21  Vid.  e.  77.  u.  116,  li: 
exercised  their  discretion  as 
surrender  of  tbeir  charter  at 
disposition  of  th^  property. 
Zes'j  Cote,  863. 

DUES. 

Ecclesiastical ;  and  tenths :  to  1 
ducted  from  gross  annual  vain 
tithe  commutation  rent  char 
calculating  the  net  annual  val 
BaU,  L  L 


teserved  to  landlord,  of  the  ex( 
use  of  a  sewer.  Action  by  him  { 
tenant  for  interruption.  Conatr 
of  lease,  SI2.    Landiord  amd  3 


EJECTMENT. 

Joinder  of  tenants  in  common, 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
Common  Jjiib  Froeedum  Ae&,  I 


Writ  of:  will  not  be  granted  to 
up  the  record  of  a  conviction 
colonial  court,  for  a  criminal  o 
without  the  Attorney  General's 

Where,  upon  an  indictmeni 
colonial  court  proceeding  by 
of  common  law,  the  prisoner  ha 
convicted  of  a  criminal  offenc 
is  in  execution  of  the  tentenc 


EVIDENCE. 


1089 


Court  of  Qaeen*8  Bench  will  not  grant 
a  writ  of  error  to  bring  up  the  record 
of  the  conviction,  unless  the  Attorney 
General  has  issued  his  fiat  for  a  writ 
of  error. 

Nor  will  the  Court,  without  such 
fiat,  direct  a  certiorari  to  issue  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  up  the  record, 
and  bringing  a  writ  of  error  upon  it. 

A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  not 
^rantable  in  general  where  the  party 
IS  in  execution  on  a  criminal  charge, 
after  judgment,  on  an  indictment  ac- 
cording to  the  course  of  the  common 
law.    £x  parte  Lees,  828. 

EVIDENCE. 

I.  Competency  of  witnesses. 

Under  Evidence  Amendment  Act 
(14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99.),  «.  3. 

Information,  before  justices,  under 
Stat.  1  &  2  TF.  4.  c.  32.,  for  poaching. 
Party  charged  not  competent  or 
compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or 
against  himself. 

An  information  before  justices, 
under  Stat.  1  &  2  TF.  4.  c.  32.  *.  23., 
for  using  an  engine  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  g&me,  without  the  authority 
of  a  certincate,  is  a  criminal  proceed- 
ing in  which  the  party  is  charged  with 
the  commission  of  an  offence  punish* 
able  on  summary  conviction,  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  3  of  stat.  14  &  15 
Vict.  c.  99. ;  and,  therefore,  the  party 
charged  is  not  competent  or  compel- 
lable to  give  evidence  for  or  agamst 
himself.    CatteU  v.  Ireson,  91. 

II.  Admissibility  of  evidence. 

i.  To  explain  a  written  instrument. 

(1).  Of  oral  evidence,  explanatory  of 
the  record  of  an  action,  as  shewing' 
in  respect  of  which  count  the  da- 
mages  (entered  generally  on   all) 
were  given. 

In  an  action  between  A.  and  B.,  it 
became  a  question  whether  damages 
had  been  recovered  in  a  previous 
action  against  ^.  by  a  third  party  in 
respect  of  certain  acts.  A.,  to  prove 
the  afiirmative,  produced  the  record 
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in  the  previous  action,  which  shewed 
counts  on  diflerent  causes  of  action, 
one  count  only  being  on  the  acts  now 
in  question.  The  damages  were  en- 
tered on  all  the  counts,  and  damages 
entered  generally  on  fdl.  Evidence 
was  then  received  that  the  damages 
had  in  fact  been  given  for  the  matters 
in  the  one  count  only.  Held,  that 
such  evidence  was  receivable,  as  ex- 
plaining the  former  record,  and  not 
contradicting  it. 

Although,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, it  appeared  that  in  the  pre- 
vious action  the  verdict  on  one  of  the 
other  counts  ought  to  have  been  for 
the  then  defendant.  Prestoti  v.  Peeke, 
336. 

(2).  Of  parol  evidence,  explanatory 
of  a  special  contract  by  a  railway 
Company,  under  the  Railway  Traffic 
and  Canal  Act,  958.     Carrien, 

(3).  Of  usage  of  trade,  explanatory 
of  a  written  contract,  907.  1004. 
Contract,  V.  i.  (1),  (2). 

ii.  In  libel  and  slander. 

Of  statements  made  b^  defendant  sub- 
sequently to  such  libel  or  slander. 

Under  sect.  61  of  The  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  and  forms 
82,  33,  in  Schedule  (B.)  to  that  Act, 
the  declaration  in  an  action  for  libel 
or  slander  need  not  state  any  collo- 
quium, but  may  set  out  the  words 
complained  of,  and  put  any  construc- 
tion upon  them  by  innuendo. 

Whether  the  words  were  spoken 
with  such  meaning,  is  for  the  jury. 

When  the  libel  or  slander  is,  primd 
facie,  a  privileged  communication,  it 
is  open  to  the  plaintiff  to  put  in  evi- 
dence statements  made  by  the  de- 
fendant subsequently  to  the  libel,  as 
tending  to  shew  malice  in  the  defend- 
ant at  the  time  of  publication  of  such 
libel.  The  Judge  ought,  especially  if 
there  be  a  considerable  interval  be- 
tween such  statements  and  the  pub- 
lication, to  direct  the  jury  to  consider 
whether  such  subsequent  statements 
might  not  refer  to  something  which 
happened  subsequently  to  the  libel, 
so  as  not  to  shew  malice  in  the  de- 
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fendant  at  the  time  of  tbe  publication 
of  the  libel  charged.  Hetmniagt  t. 
Otuion,  346. 

ni.  Evidence  in  particular  casea. 

<l).  Of  birth  lettlemeat,  231.  Poor. 
ti.{l). 

(2).  Of  Kttlement  bj  Rpprenticeship, 
under  an  indenture,  678.  Poor,  1. 
i.  (2). 

(3).  OrinfnDg«iientofapateDt,529. 
Patent. 

(4).  or  implied,  and  eipresi,  malice 
in  a  corporation  apBregale,  sued  for 
libel,  IIJ.     Libel,!.  {I). 


L  Rights  of. 

Action  br  husband,  administrator  of 
wife,  for  negligence  causing  her 
death:  Ibrm  of  declaraljon. 

riainliir,  as  administrator  to  his 
dcccoecd  wife,  declared  that  defendant 
naa  in  nccupation  of  a  brewery  and 
office,  and  a  passage  leading  thereto 
from  the  public  street,  used  by  defend- 
ant for  the  reception  of  customers  in 
his  trade  of  a  brewer,  which  passage 
waa  the  usual  means  of  access  from 
the  office  to  the  public  street :  yet 
defendant  wrongfully  and  negli^nlly 
permitted  a  trap-door  in  the  noor  of 
the  passage  to  be  and  remain  open 
without  being  properly  Kuarded  and 
lighted  ;  and  the  wife,  who  had  been 
to  the  office  as  a  customer  of  defend- 
ant, and  otherwise  in  defendant'i 
business,  and  was  lawfully  passing 
along  the  passage  on  her  return  from 
'  the  office  to  the  street,  fell  through 
the  aperture  caused  by  the  trap-door 
being  and  remaining  open  and  not  pro- 
perly guarded  and  lighted ;  whereby 
she  was  hilled. 

On  demurrer  to  the  declaration, 
held : 

1.  That  the  plaintiCa  right  to  sue 
as  administrator,  under  slat.  9  &  10 
Vict.  e.  93.,  sufiiciently  appeared, 
without  express  allegation  of  pecu- 
niary damage. 


FEME  SOLE.    FEME  COVl 

(2).  That  the  duty  of  defendai 
breach,  sufficiently  appeared, 
nan  t.  RotJiKeO,  168. 


(1).  Assignment  to  truiteea,  for 
fit  of  creditor,  of  personal  ' 
and  "all  writings"  &c  Tro' 
trustees  against  execntrix 
aignor,  for  a  policy  on  bit 
measnre  of  damages,  73-    J 

(3).  BonfifidepaymtBtandddh 
a  feme  covert,  appointed  co> 
trix,  but  whose  J  husband 
assented  to  her  acting,  and  to 
probate  has  consetiuently  be' 
fused  :  when  good  as  a  defe 

Payment  by  a  debtor  of  a  te 
and  delivery  by  a  bailee  of  c1 
baileil  by  the  testator,  to  a  feme 
who  is  appointed  executrix,  arf 
as  against  her  coexcculor,  tbou 
husband  of  the  executrix  never  i 
ed  to  his  wife  acting  as  cxecuiri: 
subaequenllj  to  the  payment,  r 
to  allow  her  to  act,  and  althoi 
that  ground  probate  was  rcfu 
her,  if  the  payment  and  deliver; 
made  buna  fide  at  the  request 
eiecutinx  as  such,  without  xnoM 
by  the  parly  paying  and  delivei 
the  dissent  of  the  husband,  t 
wi!h  knowledge  that  she  was  a 
covert.  So  held  by  the  majra 
the    Evchequcr    Chamber,   aiE 


the  j 
Cocib 
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I.  and  Bramteelt '. 
Ch, 


FELON. 
Disposal  of  bis  chattels,  upon  corn 
A  Judge  has  no  power,  eit 


the  disposal  of  chattels  in  the 
sion  of  a  convicted  felon,  not  1 
ing  to  the  prosecutor.  Ae; 
Corporation  of  London,  609, 

FEME  SOLE-tFESlE  COV] 
Hubaadand  Wife. 
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FISHING. 

Breadth  of  meshes  of  net,  under  stat. 
1  Eliz.c,  17.  «.  3. 

Stat.  1  Eliz,  c.  17.  *.  3.  prohibits 
fishing  except  with  a  net  "whereof 
every  mesh  or  mask  shall  be  two 
inches  and  a  half  broad.*' 

Held  that  the  breadth  of  two  inches 
and  a  half  is  to  be  measured  by  the 
length  of  thread  between  the  adjacent 
knots. 

So  decided,  on  a  case  arising  under 
a  local  Act  (45  O.  3.  c.  33.,  for  Car- 
marthenshire) which,  by  reference  to 
stat.  1  Eliz.e.  17.,  contained  the  same 
prohibition.     Thomas  y,  Evansy  171. 

FRAUD. 
Contract,  VI.  v. 

FRAUDS. 
Statute  of.     StatuU  of  Frauds. 

GARNISHEE. 

Under  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854.  Common  Law  Procedure  Acts. 
ILL 

GENERAL  RATE. 

Under  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act.  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,ll\, 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Not  grantable,  in  general,  on  behalf  of 
a  party  in  execution  on  a  criminal 
charge,  afler  judgment,  on  an  indict- 
ment according  to  the  course  of  the 
criminal  law,  828.    Error. 

HIGHWAY. 

I.  Repair  of,  under  Highway  Act* 
Highway  Act,  I. 

II.  Common  law  liability  to  repair,  ra- 
tione  clausurse,  in  whom,  and  in  what 
cases. 

The  liability  to  repair  a  highway 
ratione  clausurte  is  in  the  occupier 
of  the  lands  enclosed ;  not  in  the 
owner,  as  owner. 

Per  Erie  J.,  such  liability  does  not 
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accrue  where  either  the  highway  is 
not  immemorial,  or  where  the  adjoin- 
ing land  enclosed  has  not,  before  the 
enclosure,  been  used  for  passage. 
Begina  v.  Ramsden,  949. 

HIGHWAY  ACT. 
(5  &  6  W.  4.  c.  50.). 

I.  Sect.  23.  Order  of  special  sessions  as 
to  utility  of  highway.  Appeal  lies  to 
Quarter  Sessions,  by  parties  dedi- 
cating. 

Under  stat.  5  &  6  FF.  4.  c.  50.*.  23., 
a  special  sessions  was  held,  afler  the 
vestry  had  deemed  a  highway  not  to 
be  of  sufficient  utility  to  justify  its 
being  kept  in  repair  at  the  expence  of 
the  parish.  The  justices  made  an 
order  deciding,  in  conformity  with  the 
determination  of  the  vestry,  that  the 
highway  was  not  of  sufficient  utility. 

Held,  that  an  appeal  to  the  Quarter 
Sessions  lay,  by  the  persons  dedicating 
the  highway,  against  this  order.  J^- 
gina  V.  Justices  of  Derbyshire,  69. 

II.  Sect.  44.  Surveyor,  when  liable  to  a 
penalty  for  not  laying  his  accounts 
before  the  justices. 

Under  The  Highway  Act,  5  &  6 
W.  4.  c.  50.,  an  assistant  surveyor  to 
a  highway  board,  appointed  in  pursu- 
ance of  sect.  18,  IS  not  liable  to  a 
penalty,  under  sect.  44,  for  not  making 
out  his  accounts  and  laying;  them  be- 
fore the  justices  at  the  special  highway 
sessions ;  sect.  44  api)lymg  only  to  an 
ordinary  surveyor  of  highways,  where 
no  board  and  assistant  surveyor  to  the 
board  has  been  appointed.  Adams  v. 
Lakeman,  615. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

I.  Bon&  fide  payment  and  delivery  to  a 
feme  covert,  appointed  coexecutrix,but 
whose  husband  never  assented  to  her 
acting,  and  to  whom  probate  has  con- 
sequently been  refused  :  when  good  as 
a  defence  to  an  action  by  coexecutor, 
1056.    Executor,  II.  (2). 

II.  Action  by  husband,  administrator  of 
wife,  for  negligence  causing  her  death. 
Proper  form  of  declaration,  168.  Exe^ 
cutor,  I. 


iMroin(Dix& 
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thoBld  be  OMeta  pmy  lOOOt. 
Tided  th«t,  »^  &  tSefbdtee  dM 


I5CL06UBE. 

LiabQIeT  te  npair  >  hi^wftT  nti 
ckBBBB.  in  vbna,  aai  is  «W  a 

I 
rSFA5T. 

Ad  Ktioa  decs  not  B*.  <m  bdmlf  of  an  ' 
m&nt  of  Hnti^  jesn.  tbr  injnrT  > 
cmoMif  bj  tke  joint  eegUfenee  of  de- 
ftnlaat  ind  lb«  parti  >ho  had  t&e  ' 
ekai^  of  the  in&iiC,  ~I9.  Xeg^intt, 

DtFOEXATTOS.  ] 

Fur  psulciis,  Rtfiund  bj  KUute  to  be ' 
rvcuvercd  within  a  pjen  dme.  Be- 
ftuiel  bv  jngtirvi  to  hear :  ■w**^t«ww  - . 
retm  that,  snce  the  writ,  the^'  had  , 
heani,  and  diauiMBtd  as  too  late :  it.  '. 


haie  bccone  paTs 
KBtafiir  theinra  wUcb  be 
M  die,  it  iboatd  be  lavf bI  Sw  1 
fcndani  to  dedaet  aadKtJM& 
nid  lOOOt.  ■>  BMh  mvobU  h 
dent  to  p*j  and  bSb^  tk  w 
the    aid    BrtmhiMe    far    tbu 


DiTEUrGiLSIEST. 


CtSrRASCX. 


FaTmenl  cjnarterij  BOt 
s  ewuiition  precedent  to  the  coui- ; 

Flalatiff  effected  a  poCcT  ofaaEar~  i 
•Dce  with  defendant. <^ud  id  Aagmat, 
IMtS  on  the  Me  o(  B.  The  pulici 
Kcked  that  plaintiff  had  paid  to  d^ 
Kmdant  Si  Ss.  ao  the  praaiom  for  the 
ctoMXwm&rr.  18.26:  and 
,  Li'  B.  rfumki  die  be- 
fore th«  tenaioatiuaof  twidrecalt^idar 
Mootha  &«n  the  date,  or  jfaonld  lire 
beiuod  taeh  period,  and  plaintiff 
sLoald,  OB  or  belure  that  pen]d,aroB  | 
or  be&ce  the  expinaat  ot'erery  tve.  I 
ceediw  twdic  calendar  month*,  pco-  ' 
TaiedAbestiD  liring, p«j  the armoal  ; 


:  of  hai  drafh,  *i**  dinl  ens 
daie&tofU.£*  wa*  dae  ai 

Held  bj  the  Court  of  Exd 

Chanber  (dnbitute  WiOt*  J 
Tening  the  JBdfEBenl  of  the  C 
Q.  B.,  that  the  deleodant  was  tt 
pa;  the  1000^  the  poUcr  bein^ 
jrar  to  jear,  not  finn  qnar 
quarter ;  and  the  pafaaent  of 
statments  at  the  qoarten  not  \ 
eqodition  precedent  to  the  en 
anceof  the  pdicj  for  the  rami 
Hi  I  itrnu  T.  noET    Li^    £u 

[The  jnd^BMBt  of  the  Exd 
Chamb^  waa  leiascd,  in  the 
cf  Lonb,  on  I3th  AmgMM,  liGO. 

(it.  Vatnal  crediting  of  prenun 
Iween  two  eoeapanies  teaa 
with  each  oAer :  rabaequent 


premittms  to  be  cooaidered  a 
1S3.     C«a6wd;  IT. 
a.  Asignmoa  of  polky. 

(1).  A9«nniciiCtotniMees.fbrl 
nefit  o(  creditors,  rfpersooal 
and  "  all  WTTtinss."  ftc.    Tni 


lignor,    for  a   policj   on   hia 


(3).  Am%nBient  cf  Efe  poticn 

secBTTtj :  raretiant  to  paj  th 
nuoms:  does  not  conatitiite 
bilitj  to  paj  Boner  span  a  < 
raicj,  vichiii  KCt.  ITS  of  s 
&  13  rkt  e.  106^  S 


«abU 


lAd. 


INSURANCE. 


JUDGMENT. 
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II.  Marine. 

(1).  Action  on  time  policy,  for  total 
loss.  Misconduct  of  de^ndant,  in- 
directly causing  the  loss,  not  a  de- 
fence. 

Action  on  a  time  policj  on  a  ship 
for  a  total  loss.  Plea :  that  the  plain- 
tilFs  knowingly,  wilfullj,  and  impro- 
perly sent  tne  ship  to  sea  in  a  condi- 
tion in  which  it  was  dangerous  to  ^o 
to  sea,  and  suffered  her  to  remain  in 
that  state  near  the  shore,  during  which 
time,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the 
loss  occurred.    Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiffs  personally  sent  the  ship  out 
to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  state,  and 
caused  her  to  anchor  in  the  offing  in 
that  state.  Whilst  there  she  was 
caught  in  a  storm  from  seaward  and 
driven  ashore.  There  was  evidence 
justifying  the  jury  in  finding  that  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  loss  was  not 
occasioned  in  any  way  by  the  unsea- 
worthiness, and,  the  iury  bavins  found 
that  such  was  the  /act,  a  verdict  was 
entered  for  plaintiffs.  There  was  evi- 
dence from  which  the  jury  might  have 
drawn  the  conclusion  that,  though  the 
unseaworthiness  was  not  the  imme- 
diate cause  of  the  loss,  the  loss  would 
not  have  occurred  if  the  ship  had  been 
seaworthy  when  she  went  to  sea.  No 
question  as  to  this  was  left  to  the 
jury. 

The  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  having 
made  absolute  a  rule  for  a  new  trifu 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  hold- 
ing that  the  plea  was  proved,  if  that 
misconduct  of  the  plaintiff  occasioned 
the  loss,  thouffh  it  was  not  the  imme- 
diate cause,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  appeal  reversed  the  deci- 
sion. Williams  J.,  Martin  B.,  WiUes 
J.  and  BramweU  B.  holdinjg  that  the 
act  of  the  plaintiff  in  knowingly  send- 
ing the  ship  to  sea  could  only  affect 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  if  it  was 
the  immediate  cause  of  the  loss. 
Cochbttm  C.  J.  concurring  with  the 
majority  only  on  the  ground  of  the 
special  terms  of  the  plea  in  this  case. 
Crowder  J.  dissentiente.  Thompson 
Y.  Hopper,  1038. 

(2).  Infringement,  by  master  of  a  ship, 


of  the  provisions  in  the  Customs 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1853,  as 
to  stowage  of  cargo.  When  such 
infringement  vitiates  an  insurance 
on  the  cargo  by  another  party. 

The  Customs  Consolidation  Act, 
1853  (16  &  17  Vict.  c.  107.),  enacU 
(sects.  170, 171, 172)  that,  before  any 
clearing  officer  permits  a  ship  wholly 
•  or  partly  laden  with  timber  to  clear 
out  from  any  British  port  in  North 
America  or  tloiiduras,  after  Ist  Sep* 
tember  or  before  1st  May,  he  shall  as- 
certain that  the  whole  cargo  is  below 
deck,  and  give  the  master  a  certificate 
to  that  eflect;  and  the  master  shall 
not  sail  without  such  certificate,  and 
shall  not  allow  any  part  of  the  cargo 
to  be  upon  deck  (except  in  specified 
cases  of^  necessity)  ;  ana,  if  the  master 
sail  without  the  certificate,  or  load  in 
the  mode  forbidden,  he  ^all  forfeit 
100/. 

Held  that,  where  a  master  sails 
without  such  certificate,  or  loads  in 
the  mode  prohibited,  an  insurance  on 
the  cargo  is  not  thereby  vitiated,  un- 
less the  insured  be,  at  the  time  of 
effecting  the  insurance,  privy  to  the 
act  of  Uie  master.  Cunard  v.  Hyde, 
670. 

III.  Insurance  by  carriers. 

Insurance  by  a  railway  Company, 
as  carriers.  Evidence  explanatory  of 
**  not  insured,*'  in  a  special  contract 
by  them  under  the  Kailway  Traffic 
and  Canal  Act,  958.     Carriers, 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 
Company, 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES 
ACT,  1856. 

(19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.). 

Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes, 
I.  i. 

JUDGMENT. 

I.  Jud^ent  debtor.  What  is  a  ''  debt** 
of  his  which  can  be  attached  under 
the  garnishee  clauses  (ss.  60,  67)  of 


II 


1694  JURISDICTION. 

the  ComiDOn  Law  Procedare  Act, 
1854,  as.  Common  Lme  Procedttre 
Acts,  11.  i. 

II.  Action  on  a  judgment.  Particulars 
lUBT  be  indorsed  on  writ  of  summons, 
ana  judgment  signed  on  non-appear- 
ance, SB4.  Common  Zote  froeedure 
AcU,  I.  i. 

JURISDICTION. 

L  Of  the  superior  Courts. 

i.  To  issue  mandamni.    Mandaaua. 

ii.  To  entertain  appeals. 

No  appeal  to  Q.  B.  from  taxation  of 
costs  by  registrar  of  countj  court. 
But  Q.  B.  will  entertain  so  far  as 
to  dismiss  with  costs,  123.  Cotmta 
Court,  I.  (2). 

II.  Of  county  courts. 

Taxation  of  costs  bj  registrar,  under 
Stat.  19  &  20  Viet.  c.  108.  j.  34.  No 
appeal  to  Q.  B.,  1 23.  Cotrnfa  Cmtrt, 
I.  (2). 

III.  Of  Quarter  Sessions. 

(1).  Magistrates  cannot  determine  an 

appeal,  where  tbej  are  interested. 

Where  an  appeal  is  determined,  at 
Quarter  Sessions,  by  magistrates  some 
of  whom  are  interested  in  the  matler, 
the  proceeding  is  null ;  and  the  proper 
course  is  to  quash  it  on  certiorari. 
Re  Ilopkitu,  100. 

(2).  Appeal  Ires  to  Quarter  Sessions, 
from  the  decision  of  petty  sessions, 
as  to  the  utility  of  a  highway,  by 
the  parties  dedicating,  69.  Highuxni 
Act,l. 

(3).  Confirmation,  at  Quarter  Sessions, 
of  appeal  against  a  pour  rate.  Ses- 
sions, having  detcruiined  the  vahu 
and  amount,  not  bound  to  determine 
theparticulnr/wrn'oa,  of  appellant's 
land  within  the  parish,  481.  Hate, 
I.  (3). 

IV.  Of  justices. 

(1).  As  to  deciding  what  is  a  disor- 
derly house,  under  a  local  act  (5  k 


LANDLORD  AND  TENA 

6  Via.  e.  c*L),  133.    Dim 

(2).  To  make  order  of  adjud 
and  maintenance  of  a  lunatic  p 
Recital  of  a  preTioua  orde 
what  extent  it  must  shew  ju 
tion,231.     Poor,  LL(1). 

(3).  To  award  satisfaction  t 
owner  of  goods  pawned,  Idjo. 
the  pawnbroker's  premiaea 
Paanbroller. 


an  information  forpenall 

by  statute  to  be  recovered  wi 

certain  time,  474.     Mtmdtam* 

(5).  On  a  summons  for  non-pa 
of  a  church  rate,  where  the  ti 
of  the  rate  is  disputed,  ande 
53  O.  3.  e.  127.  *.  7- 

Under  the  proviso  in  sect.  7  o 
53  G.  3.  e.  127.,  If  a  party  sami 
before  justices  for  non-piiymei 
church  rate,  gives  notice  that  fa 
putes  the  validity  of  the  rate,  ai 
justices  neveitheless  proceed,  al 
that  they  do  not  believe  the  obj' 
to  be  made  bond  fide,  and  ma 
order  for  payment,  this  Court,  < 
order  beln^  brought  up  by  certi 
will  quash  it,  upon  affidavits  sh 
that  the  justices  had  no  reast 
eround  for  disbelieving  the  bona 
Begina  v.  NwrneUi/,  652. 

(6).  Justices  cannot  refuse  di 
warrant,  to  enforce  a  poor  rat 
appealed  against,  on  thegroun 
the  rat«  is  bad,  256.  Bate 
(2). 

LANDLORD  AND  TENAJ 

.  ConstrucUon  of  lease. 

(I).  Reservation  to  the  landic 
the  eiclusire  right  to  use  a 
on  the  tenant's  premises.  £ 
of  such  CI 


Lease  of  land  by  plaintifi*  to  i 
dant,  reserving  to  plaintiff  pov 
enter  upon  the  land,  and  to  di 
make  acovered  sewer  and  watcn 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

through  it,  in  order  to  (wnTej  awaj 

iLe  drainage  from  plaintiff's  premjies. 

Plsintiir  made  a  sewer  accordingly  : 

defendant  niiide  a  drain  from  his  own 

premises,    and    carried   it    into    the 

Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  e^tciusivG  use  of  the  sewer;  and 
that  he  could  recover  in  an  action 
a;;ain3t  defendant  for  so  interfering 
with  such  ciclusire  use.  Lee  v.  Sle- 
eetuoH,  612~ 

(2.)  "  Damage  by  fire  extMpted;""  all 
or  any  part  of  the  rent  hereby 
agreed  to  be  paid,"  &c. 

By  agreement  between  F^  the  re- 
ceiver appointed  in  Chancery  for  lands 
and  buildings  thereon,  and  J.,  It  was 
recited  that  J.  had  expended  money 
in  improving  the  premisus  on  the  un- 
derstanding  that  a  lease  thereof  should 
be  granted  to  him  on  the  terms  after 
mentioned  (pursuant  to  a  previous 
agreement  with  parties  at  that  time 
interested),  in  consideration  whereof 
P.  had  consented  to  enter  into  this 
acrcement.  And  it  was  witnessed 
that  F^  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  according  to  his  power, 
agreed  with  J.  to  let  to  him,  and  J. 
agreed  to  take,  the  land,  with  the 
buildings  thereon  lately  converted  at 
J.'a  cxpence  into  a  mill,  and  other 
buildings,  to  bold  for  twenty  one  years 
at  rent  payable  quarterly.  And  it 
was  uereed  that,  when  that  ^jeement 
shouhl  have  been  approved  of  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  or  the  Master,  or 
if  it  should  be  ascertained  that  such 
sanction  was  not  necessary,  a  lease 
should  be  executed  by  F.  to  J.  (and 
ft  counterpart  by  J.)  under  the  terms 
in  the  agreement  stipulated,  which 
should  contain  covenants  on  the  part 
oTJ.  "  to  pay  the  said  rent  in  manner 
before  mentioned,  damage  by  fire  ex- 
cepted," and  to  keep  the  premises 
repair,  and  to  deliver  up  [mssession 
the  premises  "  and  all  llie  present  ad- 
ditions," "  but  not  including  any 
buildings  not  shewn"  on  a  plan  in- 
doTBe<l,  in  good  repair,  "damage  by 
fire  excepted."  And  th:it,  until  the 
lease  should  be  granted,  F.  might  di 
train  "  fur  all  iir  a'ly  part  of  the  rent 
hereby  agrccil  to  be  paid."    Provided 


LESSOR  AND  LESSEE,    logs 

that  the  agreement  should  be  in  all 
respects  subject  to  the  approbation  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  or  the  Master, 
F.  undertaking  to  endeavour  to  obtain 
such  approbation  ;  but,  if  the  appro- 
bation were  refused,  the  agreement  to 
be  void.  J.  entered  into  possession, 
»nd  erected  new  buildings. 

Held,  that  J.  was  tenant  from  year 
to  year  on  such  terms  as  would  be  in- 
serted in  a  lease  pursuing  the  agree- 
ment, so  far  as  uiey  were  applicaUe 
to  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

That  if  any  part  of  the  premises 
originally  demised  were  destroyed  by 
fire,  the  result  would  be,  nottoaratroy 


according  to  the  proportion  which  the 
annual  value  of  the  destroyed  part 
bore  to  the  annual  value  of  the  whole : 
taking  (dubitante  Crampbm  J.)  the 
whole  to  be  the  premises  as  originally 
demised,  not  as  improved  by  subse- 
quent additions  made  by  J.  Bennett 
V.  Ireland,  326. 

IL  Distress. 


Ad  action  lies  for  detaining  goods 
token  under  a  distress  for  rent,  after 
a  sufficient  tender  made  before  im- 
pounding.   Loring  t.  Warbtirtoa,  507. 

LANDS. 
Sale  ofan  interest  in.    SlataU  of  Fraud*, 


Not  to  be  deducted  from  the  gross 
annual  value  of  a  tithe  commutation 
rent  charge,  in  calculating  the  net 
annual  value,  1.     Fate,  I.  (i). 


LEASE. 
Landlord  and  Tenant, 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 
Landhrd  and  Tenant. 


L  apxt  ttteaia. 


X  cant  ir^iA  a n.iwaj  (ximpaiiT, 
htiof  a  i-5irp«r»tii>n  i^^rv^e,  for  m 
Baiin-as  ^el  is  good  oo  demumr ; 
^•r  a  .-•}rpunCi:ii  i^^rrnte  mar  well, 
'■n  ir»  f-.TTOTMe  capOL-iiT,  mue  the 
pa:  Jea:ii.-Q  of  a  dtftanuuirT  Matemeat 
MsCtr  flivb  eircnnimarag  u  would 
3e;>7  sal-Nie  in  lav  sufficient  to  snp- 
pirs  lie  >ttion. 

AfiL  feinbl«.  tb«r«  maj  be  circDia- 
ftxEcn  bi-  which  eiprrss  malice  in 
fact  ni^t  beprored.  tucb  as  to  make 
a  ccrpYaiioo  aggregate  liable  there- 
t*  in  ha  ccrpr^rale  rapacitj.  fMiit- 
>rU  T.  &.mtk  Eattem  Raiimq]  Com- 
paq. 115. 

{1).  Pmt]«gnl  pnblicUion.    Howfar 

f'UtJicalioti  oiproceedingi  at  a  pre* 
imtcarT  ioTesiigation  of  a  criminal 
charge,  before  a  magitlrate,  ii  pri- 

Tb«  rule,  ibat  tb«  publication  of  a 
fair  and  correct  report  of  pnveedings 
t-ikin^  place  in  n  public  Court  of  jus- 
lici!  ti  privil^cd,  eitendj  to  pr<icee<l- 
ir^  taking  place  publicklj  before  a 
Kj:^5lrale  on  the  preliminirj  inves- 
i;pitiiin  ofa  criminal  charge,  terrai- 
r^i-r J  in  ihe  discharge,  bv  the  magii- 
t:-a:c,  of  iht  partj  charged. 

A  ilvclaration  for  libel  »ct  ovi,  in 
thrw  *fp3r*le  Cfunt*.  report*  of  three 
si'P«rate  Jaji'  pnveedinpj,  rcspec- 
liti-'«  \>>ii  i*i>  ■djiiummenis),  before 
a  Bta'^islrvie;  the  rvport  of  ibe  first 
J4«  rtitin;;  that  plaimiff  was  charged 
with  (vrjurr.  and  an  adjournment, 
but  nrjvttioc  the  report;  the  report 
VI  l'.:i'  jtCMiia  daj  al^«  staling  an  ad- 
''■uriimeiii  in  language  intimating  that 
Vlii'w  "I'uld  be  a  i\'[»nrt  of  llie  pro-  i 
rtVitii'fi*  vi  ihc  day  to  which  the  ad-  j 
i.<un:iii>'nl  waj;  and  ibe  third  stating  ; 
thv  ilihharpj  of  the  part*  charged :  , 
■ihl  tho  jurv  found  generally  thai  the  i 
1  .-(^.ri*  Wer.-  fair  ami  correct.  Held  :  ] 
ih:ii  th«  rcp<>n«  of  the  Brat  two  meet- 
ing* did  not  low  the  pririlege  by 


LIEN. 

reason  of  tlie  procecdinga  then 
ported  not  being  final. 

One  of  the  reports  commei 
"  Wilful  and  cDTTUpt  perjurj."  1 
that,  after  the  Terdict  of  the  ^ury. 
must  be  taken  as  a  description  o 
nature  of  the  chaive.  not  as  an  ii 
tation,  bjr  the  publiabcr,  of  tbe  per 
in  fact. 

One  of  the  reports  slated  that 
evidence  before  the  mngistrate 
tirely  negatiTcd  the  story  of 
plaintiB,  which  slory  was  the  si 
mcnt  of  the  plaintiff,  in  which 
impuled  perjurj  was  contai 
Held,  not  to  be  privileged  ;  ar 
plea,  iuBtifying  this  report  on 
ground  that  it  was  a  fair  and  coi 
rtport  of  the  proceedings  which 
taken  place,  was  held  bad  after 
diet.  Lrru  v.  Leiy,  537. 
n.  Form  of  declaration. 


t.  Claim  of,  on  a  ship,  bj  shipwrig 
for  costs  of  detention  of  ship  in  t 
dock,  after  repajrin;;,  Ibe  repairs 
having  been  paid  for:  held  bad. 

Shipwrights  contracted  with 
owners  of  a  ship  to  do  repairs  on 
ship  iu  the  shipwrights'  graving  da 
in  the  contract  a  provision  was  m 
that  a  lump  sum  should  be  paid 
the  use  of  the  dock,  tbe  other  chai 
being  on  a  quantum  meruit- 

Tbe  ship  was  repaired  in  the  do 
and  the  ownen  were  not  prepare! 
pay  the  price.  The  shipwrights  g 
notice  that  they  should  detain 
ship  and  claim  2\l.  a  day  for  the 
of  the  dock  during:  the  detention.  ' 
shipowners  finally  paid  the  amo 
claimed,  toBiether  with  the  sum  claii 
lor  the  dock  rent,  under  protest. 

Held  by  tbe  Exchctjucr  Cham' 
affirming  the  judgment  of  ihc  Que 
Bench,  that  the  shipwrights  bad 
lien  for  the  use  of  the  dock  diiring 
detention.  Britinh  Empirt  Shipi 
Company  V.  S</nit*,  353. 

II.  Contingent  claim  of  lien  by  Ten 


LIGHTING  RATE. 


MANDAMUS. 
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for  price  of  goods:  how  and  when 
destroyed  hj  his  acceptance  of  a  de- 
livery order  by  vendee  to  a  third 
party,  448.     Vendor  and  Vendee^  II. 

LIGHTING  RATE. 

Under  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act.  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  III. 

LIMITATION. 
Of  actions.    Statute  of  Limitations, 
Of  estate.    Devise, 

LIMITED  LIABILITY. 

Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes, 
I.  i. 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES. 
Damages,  III. 

LUNATIC. 
Pauper.    Poor,  I.  i.  (1). 

MAINTENANCE. 
Contract,  VI.  iv. 

MAINTENANCE. 
Order  of.    Poor, 

MALICE. 
In  libel  and  slander.    Libel, 

MANDAMUS. 

I.  Where  it  lies,  and  does  not  lie,  in 
particular  cases. 

i.  Where  it  lies. 

Refusal  of  vestry,  summoned  under 
5  &  6  Vict,  c.  109.,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  out  a  list  of  persons  com- 
petent to  serve  as  parisn  constables, 
to  make  out  such  list :  mandamus, 
519.     Constables, 

ii.  Where  it  does  not  lie. 

To  the    visitors    of  the  College  of 


Doctor*s  Commons,  to  enquire  into 
the  proceedings  of  the  College  under 
stat.20&21  Vict.  c.  77.  ss.  116.,  117., 
863.    Doctors*  Commons, 

II.  Application  for. 

For  mandamus  to  Quarter  Sessions  to 
enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal: 
within  what  time  to  be  made. 

There  having  been  no  fixed  rule 
of  practice  as  to  the  time  within  which 
an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
Sessions  to  enter  continuances  and 
hear  an  appeal  must  be  made,  this 
Court  ordered  that  in  future  such  ap- 
plications must  be  made  not  later  than 
m  the  Term  following  the  Sessions  at 
which  the  refusal  was  made,  unless 
special  circumstances  appear  by  affi- 
davit to  account  for  the  delay  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Court. 

If  notice  of  chargeability  and  state- 
ment of  grounds  of  removal  be  put 
into  the  post  on  one  day  and  received 
by  parish  officers  on  the  next,  the 
latter  is  the  day  on  which  they  are 
"  sent ;"  and  it  is  sufficient,  within 
Stat.  1 1  &  12  Vict,  c,  31.  s,  9.,  if  the 
application  for  the  depositions  be  re- 
ceived by  the  clerk  to  the  justices  on 
the  twenty  first  day  thereafter,  reckon- 
ing one  day  inclusively  and  another 
exclusively.  Regina  v.  Recorder  of 
Richmond,  253. 

III.  Form  of  writ. 

Refusal  by  mayor  and  assessors  of 
a  borough  to  revise  burgess  lists. 
Peremptory  mandamus,  a  new  mayor 
having  meanwhile  came  into  office, 
How  the  writ  is  to  be  directed. 
1024.  Municipal  Corporations  Re^ 
form  Act,  I. 

IV.  Return.    What  is  an  obedience  to 
the  writ. 

Stat.  18  &  19  Vict,  c,  108.  s,  14. 
enacts  that  penalties  imposed  by  the 
Act  may  be  recovered  within  three 
months  of  the  commission  of  the 
offence.  Within  three  months  of  the 
commission  of  an  alleged  offence,  an 
information  was  laid  before  magis- 
trates who,  within  the  three  months, 
refused  to  hear.  After  the  expiration 
of  the  three  months  a  mandamus  is- 
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mi«d  mmnuDdii^  t!i«m  to  hear.  Thej  . 
retamed  that,  sioi-e  the  issuing  of  the  | 
vril,  tb«T  h^  heard,  when  it  appeared 
to  them  that  the  Partv  charged  was 
protected  bj  the  lip«e  of  time,  and 
iheT  had  theretbre  dismissed  the  in- 
fbrmatioo.     On  denarrer  tu  the  mail' 

Joi^ment  for  defendants,  on  the 
noond  that  the;  had  obered  the  writ 
07  deciding  the  case,  whether  their 
decisioo  wai  right  or  wrong. 

SemUt,  per  Lord  CampbtB  C.  J. 
and  CTTjmptm  3~,  that  it  was  right : 
per  Coitryige  J.  and  Erie  J^  that  it 
was  wnmg.  Begina  T.  Manacarwg, 
474. 

MAARIAGE. 
BrMch   of  promise  of.     Comtraet,  VI. 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

I.  Responsibilitj  erf* master  to  servant. 


A  master  is  responsible  to  his  ter- 
Tant  tor  the  injurj  recdTed  in  the 
course  of  his  serrice,  if  it  be  shewn  to 
haie  been  occasioned  bj  the  personal 
Diligence  of  the  master-  Soch  neg- 
ligence maj  be  bruusbl  home  to  the 
master  bj  shewing  either  hh  personal 
inlerterence  to  be  the  cause  of  the 
accident,  or  that  he  negligentlj  re- 
tained incompetent  serrants,  whose 
incompeleacj  was  the  cans*  of  the 
accidoit ;  but,  in  the  absence  of  a 
special  contract,  the  master  h  not 
luble  for  an  accident  not  prored  to 
hare  been  occasioned  bjr  his  personal 
It^igence.  Ormimtt  t.  HoHa»d,  lOl.  , 
IL  RespoDsibDitj  of  master  for  n^Ii- 

Action  lies  bj  a  pasijnger  against  ' 
theownenofacrew,  p«id  bjlbetn  and 
(applied,  with  the  ship,  to  a  third  part* 
for  hir^  for  the  nc^Ii^ence  of  such 

H-,  the  lessee  of  a  ferrj,  hired  from 
deleudanti,  for  one  daj,  a  steam  tug 
and  crew,  to  assist  in  tarrying  his 
passengers  acnm.    Ue  receiTcd  the  ' 
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bres:  and  defendants w«rc paid  b 
for  the  hire  of  the  lu«;  tbej  sen 
paid  the  crew.  PluntiS^  who  had 
tracted  with  and  paid  B.  for  I 
carried  across  the  ferry  at  all  1 
daring  one  jear,  went  on  boar 
tag,  &om  B's  pier,  as  a  passe 
lur  the  purpose  of  crossing.  B, 
B^l^nce  of  the  crew  some  t 
broke  1  and  plaintiS^  while  on  b 
was  injnred. 

Held,  that  he  was  entitled  b 
eorer    against    defendants    for 
"^«fl  T.  Tyrtr,  8! 


UEUOBANDA. 
fMftpTerm,  1S2S,  I. 
EMttr  Vacation,  1858,  323. 
rnat^  Term,  1SJ8,  &T2. 


(18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.). 

I.  Setts.  68,  76,  204.  PowerofDi 
Board  to  recorer  ezpences  of  rei 
ting  sewers.  Coostractionof  "se 

A  wall  bad  been  erected  from 
immemorial  on  land  adjacent  to  a 
nTer;  and  it  kept  out  from  sticb 
the  river  at  bieb  water,  the  land 
drained  into  tne  rirer  by  drain 
considerable  distance  from  the 
Before  sUt.  18  &  19  Vict.  e. 
(Metropolis  Local  Management 
the  wall  was  within  the  jurisdi 
of  The  Metropolitan  Commissi 
of  Sewers ;  and  it  was  within  1 
trict  mentioned  in  Schedule  (I 
that  Act.  K^  the  oi-capier  o: 
land  on  which  the  wall  stood 
away  part  of  the  wall,  and 
booses  ihereon,  wilhont  the  00 


District.  The  Board  detnolishe 
houses,  reinstated  the  wall,  and  c 
ed  the  expences  from  K. 

Held,  that  the  wall  was  a  s 
and  that  Hie  District  Board  wi 
titled  to  claim  the  eutences,  1 
sects.  68,  ao4. 


I 


METROPOLIS  LOCAL  MANAGEMENT  ACT. 


1099 


Also,  that  the  Board  might  recover 
the  expences  under  sect.  76,  although 
DO  foundation  for  the  houses  had  been 
dug  out,  but  they  were  simply  erected 
on  the  surface  of  the  ground. 

It  appearing  that  K.  had  applied 
for  permission  to  'i'he  District  Board 
of  Works,  and  had  in  his  correspon- 
dence with  them  treated  the  matter 
as  exclusively  within  their  jurisdic- 
tion, and  that  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  had  not  interfered  or  exer- 
cised any  jurisdiction  over  the  wall : 
Held,  that  it  was  not  competent  to  K. 
to  resist  the  claim  of  The  District 
Board  on  the  supposed  ground  that 
the  statute  vested  the  wall  in  The 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

Admitted,  that  no  claim  could  be 
sustained  by  The  District  Board  for 
the  expence  of  obtaining  the  advice 
of  counsel.  Poplar  Board  of  Works 
V.  Knight,  408. 

II.  Sects.  130,  250.  What  is  a  "street," 
within  those  sections,  which  the  vestry 
are  bound  to  light. 

An  unfinished  road  (in  a  parish 
mentioned  in  Sched.  (A.)  of  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act, 
18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.),  containing  in- 
habited houses  along  part  of  it,  com- 
municated, at  one  end  only,  with  an- 
other road  containing  houses  placed 
sinsly  at  long  intervals.  The  soil  of 
such  unfinished  road  was  private  pro- 
perty; and  the  road  itself  had  not 
Dcen  dedicated  to  the  public. 

The  vestry  of  the  parish  refused  to 
light  the  road  under  sect.  130.  On  a 
motion  for  mandamus  to  compel  them 
to  do  so,  this  Court  discharged  the 
rule,  on  the  ground  that  the  vestry 
were  not  bound  to  treat  the  road  as  a 
street  under  sects.  130,  250.  Regina 
V.  SL  Mary,  IslingUm,  743. 

III.  Sect.  161.  General,  lighting  and 
sewers  rate. 

(1).  Owner  of  a  tithe  commutation 
rent  charge  liable  to  the  two  first : 
when,  and  when  not,  to  the  last,  1. 
Hate.H}). 

(2).  Assessment  upon  a  parish  of 
which  the  rateability  to  poor  rate 


had  been  regulated  by  a  local  Act 
(5  O,  4.  c.  cxxvi.). 

Under  the  Metropolis  Local  Ma- 
nagement Act  (18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.), 
sect.  161,  the  onlv  rates  which  the 
vestry  are  authorized  to  make  are  a 
sewers  rate,  a  lighting  rate,  and  a 
general  rate  :  and  no  other  rates  but 
the  sewerage  and  lighting  rates  can 
be  made  independently  of  and  distinct 
from  such  general  rate. 

Bv  a  local  Act  (5  0»  4.  c.  cxxvi.), 
all  hereditaments  whatsoever  in  the 
parish  of  P.  were  made  rateable  upon 
one  and  the  same  scale  to  poor  rates : 
but,  in  respect  of  paving,  watching 
and  lighting  rates  under  the  Act, 
premises  unoccupied,  or  in  certain 
stages  only  of  completion,  were  to  be 
assessed  respectively  at  certain  lower 
rates  than  the  rest. 

Held  that,  under  sect.  161  of  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act, 
which  provides  that  the  several  rates 
under  that  Act  shall  be  assessed  upon 
the  same  principle  as  the  poor  rates 
in  each  respective  parish,  all  heredi- 
taments in  P,  were  rateable  upon  one 
scale,  without  any  exemption.  Regina 
V.  Great  Western  Railtcay  Company^ 
600. 

IV.  Sect.  197.  Exception,  from  the  juris- 
diction of  parish  auditors,  of  accounts 
which,  before  the  Act,  would  have 
been  subject  to  the  audit  of  an  au- 
ditor under  stat.  4  &  5  IF.  4.  c.  76. 

The  proviso  to  sect.  197  of  the  Me- 
tropolis Local  Management  Act  (18 
&  19  Vict,  c.  120.),  which  excepts 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  parish  audi- 
tors appointed  under  the  Act  all  ac- 
counts which,  before  the  passing  of 
that  Act,  would  have  been  subject  to 
the  audit  of  an  auditor  appointed  un- 
der Stat.  4  &  5  ir.  4.  c.  76.,  is  not 
repealed  by  sect.  3  of  stat.  19  &  20 
T'lW.  c.  112.:  and  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
missioners have  therefore  still  the 
right  to  order  the  overseers  or  guar- 
dians of  anv  parish  to  appoint  an  au- 
ditor to  audit  the  \)oov  law  accounts. 

A  select  vestry,  under  a  local  Act 
(59  O,  3.  c.  XXXIX.),  annually  elected 
forty  of  their  own  body  to  be  "  direct- 
ors*   of  the  poor,  who  were,  by  the 
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Act,  to  exercise  the  fbnctiona  of 
"  OTCweera."  The  »ettrymen  were  to 
appoint,  and  Gx  the  salarJcH  of,  all  the 
parish  officers,  and  the  visitors  Ibrthe 
relief  of  the  poor ;  but  all  these  offi- 
cers, and  the  visitors,  were  to  be  paid 
bj,  and  act  under  the  controal  and 
direction  of,  the  directors.     The  tcs- 


noneja  thence  arising,  includinf;  the 
portion  devoted  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  was  in  the  directors. 

Held,  that  the  directors,  and  not 
the  directors  and  vestrymen  jointly, 
were  the  parties  filling  the  position  of 
"guardians  or  overseers"  of  the  pa- 
rish, within  Stat,  i  f,  5  W.  4.  c.  76. 
M.  46.,  109. ;  and  that  therefore  the 
order  of  the  Four  Law  Commissioners, 
for  the  appointmetit  of  a  poor  law  au- 
ditor for  the  parish,  was  rightly  di- 
rected to  the  directors  alone,  mgimt 
v.  Dirtetort  of  St.  Panerat,  583. 


(18  &  19V1CT.C.  122.). 

Sects.  3,  51.  Fees  to  sarvcyOF  from 
owner  of  building.  Owner  in  fee  of 
the  land  on  which  the  building  is 
erected,  letting  it  on  a  peppercorn 
rent,  not  liable. 

Under  sect.  51  of  the  Metropolitan 
Building  Act,  1855  (18  &  19  Vicl.  c. 
]22.),  tin  owner  of  land  in  fee  simple 
who  let*  it  on  a  building  lease  at  a 
peppercorn  rent  is  not  liable,  as  owner, 
to  Ine  surveyor  for  fees  in  respect  of 
buildings  afterwards  erected  on  such 
land,  a  peppercorn  rent  not  being 
witbin  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  of 
the  whole  or  of  any  part  of  the  renta 
or  profits  of  any  land  or  tenement"  in 
theinterpretationckuse,  sect.  3.  £re. 
fyn  v.  Whichcord,  126. 

MIDDLESEX. 
Connty  Sessions  for.   Clerk  of  the  Peace. 

MONEr  HAD   AND    RECEIVED. 


(5  &  6  W.  4.  c.  76.). 
I.  Sect.  18.     Befosal  by  mayor  ai 
aessors  to  revise  burgess  lists. 


Mandamus  directed  to  the  I 
and  assessors  of  R.,  a  borough  ^ 
the  Municipal  Corporatioa  R 
Act,  S&S  W.  4.  c.  76.,  comp 
several  parishes.  It  contained 
gestions  that,  at  the  court  hok 
Otiober  1856,  before  the  Hayo) 
»gorB  for  the  revision  of  thi 
a  lists  of  that  year,  the  Maya 
i'  refused,  for  insufficien 
sous,  to  revise  the  lists.     Maud 


list  for  the  parish.  The  writ 
tested  in  Jtauuuy  1857.  Then 
an  insufficient  return  and  a  dem 
thereto.  The  Court  of  Queen's  i 
having  awarded  a  peremptory 
damus: 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchi 
Chamber,  affirming  the  judgme 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  tbi 
mandamus  was  properly  direct 
the  existing  Mayor  and  assesse 
hold  the  Court,  and  revise  the  I 
the  past  yenr. 

Bv  PoOotA  C.  B.,  Martin  B. 
Willet  J.  i  dissentientibus  Wii 
and  Croteder  Ja.  Jl/ayor  of  Rati 
V.  The  Queen,  1024. 
II.  Sect.  5S.  Appoiutment  of  treaE 
Bond  by  appointee  and  lorety  :  < 
tion  of  surety's  liability. 

The  condition  of  a  bond  recites 
S.  had  been  appointed,  under  s 
&  6  TF.  4.  c.  76,  treasurer  to  i 
rough  i  and  declared  that  it  hod 
agreed  that  the  obligor  should 
with  S.  in  the  bond  tor  the  due 
formanue  of  the  office :  and  the 
dition  was  declared  to  be  that, 
should  duly  perform  the  office  ac 
ing  to  the  provisions  of  the  sale 
tut«s,  and  of  such  statutes  as  i 
be  thereafter  passed  relating  I 
said  office,  the  bond  should  be 
otherwise,  &c. 


■lit 


NEGLIGENCE. 


PARISH. 


1101 


In  a  declaration  bj  the  obligee 
against  the  obligor,  it  was  averred 
that,  under  the  appointment  in  the 
condition  mentionea,  and  divers  sub- 
sequent annual  appointments  in  every 
successive  year,  S.  continued  to  be 
treasurer  from  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond  till  stat.  6  &  7  Vict 
c.  89.  passed,  when  S,,  in  accordance 
with  toe  last  mentioned  Act,  was  ap- 
pointed treasurer,  and  held  office  du- 
ring the  pleasure  of  the  council  till 
his  death ;  and  that  the  office,  at  S.'a 
last  appointment,  and  until  his  death, 
continued,  in  its  nature,  functions  and 
duties,  to  be  the  same  office  as  that 
mentioned  in  the  condition.  A  breach 
was  then  assigned,  alleging  a  malver* 
sation  by  S.,  while  he  remained  trea- 
surer as  aforesaid,  not  stated  to  have 
occurred  within  the  year  from  his  first 
appointment,  but,  to  wit,  on  a  day 
named,  which  was  subsequent  to  the 
appointment  under  stat.  6  &  7  Vict 
c.  89. 

Declaration  held  bad  on  demurrer. 
For  that,  under  stat.  5  &  6  IT.  4. 
c.  76.  (sect.  58),  the  appointment 
mentioned  in  the  condition  was  for 
one  year  only  ;  and  the  liability  of  the 
obligor  could  not  extend  to  the  hold- 
ing under  stat.  6  &  7  Vict  c,  89.,  which 
(sect.  6)  makes  the  office  to  be  an 
office  held  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
council.  Mayor  of  Cambridge  v. 
Dermis^  660. 

NEGLIGENCE. 
Action  for. 

(T  )  At  common  law.  Where  it  lies,  and 
does  not  lie,  in  particular  cases. 

i.  Where  it  lies. 

( 1 ) .  Negligence  of  master,  causing  in- 
jury  to  servant  in  the  course  of  the 
service  :  under  what  circumstances 
the  master  is  liable,  102.  Master 
and  Servant,  I. 

(2).  Action  lies,  by  a  passenger,  against 
the  owners  of  a  crew,  paid  by  them, 
and  supplied,  with  the  ship,  to  a 
third  party  for  hire,  for  the  negli- 
gence of  such  crew,  899.  Master 
and  Servant,  II. 


(3).  Action  for  negligence  against  a 
railway  company,  as  carriers.  Pleas 
of  "  special  contract,"  and  "  just 
and  reasonable  "  **  conditions,"  un- 
der The  Railway  Traffic  and  Canal 
Act,  958.     Carriers. 

ii.  Where  it  does  not  lie. 

On  behalf  of  an  infant  of  tender 
years,  for  injury  caused  by  the  Joint 
negligence  of  the  defendant  ana  the 
party  who  had  the  charge  of  the 
infant. 

P.  had  charge  of  a  child  too  young 
to  take  care  of  itself,  and  took  two 
tickets  at  a  railway  station  for  the 
purpose  of  the  two  being  conveyed  on 
the  railway.  While  P.  and  the  child 
were  on  the  railway,  after  P.  had 
taken  the  tickets,  the  child  was  in- 
jured by  an  accident  which  was  caused 
by  the  joint  negligence  of  P.  and  the 
Company's  servants. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the 
child  could  not  maintain  an  action 
against  the  Company.  Waite  v.  North 
Eastern  Railway  Company,  719. 

II.  By  statute. 

Action,  under  stat.  9  &  10  Vict,  c,  93., 
by  husband,  administrator  of  wife, 
for  negligence  causing  her  death. 
Proper  form  of  declaration,  168. 
Executor,  1. 

NET. 

Fishing. 

NOTICE. 

Of  action.    Action,  m.  i. 

Of  appeal.    Appeal,  II. 

OCCUPATION. 

L  Beneficial.    Rate. 

II.  By  owner  of  land  enclosed  adjoin- 
ing highway.  His  liability  to  repair, 
949.     Highway,  II. 

PARISH. 
What  is,  within  the  meaning  of  sects.  10., 
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33.,  or  Stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  S5. 
(Burials  Amoulment),  264.  Burii^ 
AeU. 

PARSONAGE. 

Monej  paid  for  rebuilding,  to  gOTemon 
of  Queen  Anne's  Bountj,  hy  owne: 
of  a  tithe  conimutiition  rent  charge 
not  to  be  deducted,  in  calculating  net 
Knniial  T»Iue,  1.    Baity  I.  i. 

PASSEKGEB  ACT,  1853, 
(16  &  19  Vict.  c.  119). 


PASSENGER  SHIP. 


Action  for  infringement  of.    Evidence. 

A  patent  wai  entitled  "Treating 
chemically  the  collected  contents  of 
vewera  and  draiDS  in  cities,  towns  and 
Tillages,  so  that  tbc  sume  msj  be  ap- 
plicable to  a^i cultural  and  other 
useful  purposes."  The  description  of 
the  process  slated  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  precipitating  the  matter,  the 
patentee  preferred  to  employ  hydrate 


from  sewage  water  by  the  means 
before  described.  It  slated  that  ihe 
invention  consisted  in  the  use  and  ap- 
plication of  a  chemical  agent  fur  the 
purpoK  of  precipitating  the  solid 
animal  and  vegetable  matter  con. 
tained  in  sewage  water ;  and  that 
what  was  claimed  was  the  precipita- 
tion of  animal  and  vegetable  matter 
from  sewage  water  by  means  of  the 
chemical  agent  before  described. 

In  an  action  for  an  infringement  of 
tliia  patent,  it  appeared  that  defendant 
had  applied  the  process  and  the 
hydrate  of  time  for  the  purpose  of 
deodorizing  sewage  water:  in  the 
course  of  which  some  precipitate  of 
animal  and  vegetable  matter  was  pro- 
duced, which,  however,  defendant  did 
not  use  as  en  article  of  valne,  but 
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boni  fide  rejected  aa  an  article 
dentally  produced. 

Held,  that  this  was  no  eviden 
a  jury  of  the  infringement  o 
patent.    Higga  v.  Qoodwin^  i-R 

PAUPER. 


PAWNBROKER. 

Injury  to  goods  pawned  while  o 
pawnbroker's  premises :  under 
circumstances  he  is  responsible,  i 
Stat.  39  &  40  O.  3.  e.  99.  >.  24. 

Under  stet.  39  &  40  <?.  3. 
«.  24.  the  injury  done  to  goods  pai 
by  an  accidental  fire  on  the  pre 
of  a  pawnbroker,  not  afSrmal 
shewn  to  have  occurred  througl 
default,  neglect  or  wilful  misbeba 
of  the  pawnbroker,  does  not  auth 
a  justice  to  give  satisfaction  t4 
pawner ;  there  being  no  prim& 
presumption  that  such  fire  is  o 
to  the  default,  &c.  of  the  owner  c 
premises. 

When  a  case  is  stated  under 
20  &  21  Viet.  e.  43.,  sect.  2  is  sat 
if  the  appellant,  within  three  da 
his  obtaining  the  CMne  Irom  the  jn: 
seeks  to  find  the  respondent, 
cannot  do  so,  and,  within  such  t 
days,  gives  notice  to  the  attorney 
represented  the  respondent  b 
the  magistrate,  and,  after  the  ex 
tion  of  the  three  days,  gives  noti< 
the  respondent,  who  does  not  ol 
Under  such  circumstances,  the  C 
will  bear  the  appellant  though 
respondent  does  not  appear.  Sgri 
Carrulhert,  469. 

PENALTIES. 
Information  for,  required  by  statu: 
be  recovered  within  a  given  i 
Refusal  of  justices  to  hear:  manda 
Return,  that,  since  the  writ,  they 
heard  and  dismissed  as  beiug  too 
Demurrer,  474.      "     '  '" 
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PLEADING. 

I.  Writ  of  summons. 

In  an  action  on  a  judgment,  par- 
ticulars may  be  mdorsed  under 
sect.  25  of  The  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1852,  884.  Common 
Law  Procedure  Acts,  I.  i. 

II.  Declaration. 

(1).  Action,  under  stat.  9  &  10  Vict. 
c.  93.,  by  husband,  as  administrator 
of  wife,  for  negligence  causing  her 
death.  Proper  form  of  declaration, 
168.     Executor,  I. 

(2).  Action  for  libel  or  slander.  Form 
of  declaration,  under  The  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  346. 
Eoidence,  II.  U. 

III.  Plea. 

(1 ).  Action  by  payees  of  a  promissory 
note  against  a  joint  and  several 
maker.  Plea,  that  one  of  plaintiffs 
was  one  of  the  joint  makers,  and 
therefore  liable  to  contribution. 
Held  bad,  442.  Bills  of  Exchange 
and  Promissory  Notes,  II. 

(2).  Action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage.  Plea,  that,  before  breach, 
defendant  became  afflicted  with  a 
disease,  making  it  dangerous  for 
him  to  marry,  &c.  Held  bad,  747. 
Contract,  VI.  (1). 

(3).  Action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage.  Plea,  that,  before  agree- 
ment, plaintiff  and  a  third  party 
had  agreed  to  marry,  which  agree- 
ment was  still  in  force,  and  had 
been  withheld  fnim  defendant. 
Held  bad,  no  fraud  being  alleged, 
796.     Contract,  VI.  v.  (1). 

(4).  Action  against  a  railway  Com- 
pany. Plea,  that  a  month  s  notice 
of  action  had  not  been  given,  as 
prescribed  by  the  special  Act.  Held 
Dad,  for  want  of  an  averment 
shewing  that  the  action  fell  within 
the  class  described  in  the  Act,  837. 
Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act. 


IV.  Replication. 

Action  in  the  name  of  a  nominal 
plaintiff.  Pleas  of  payment  to,  and 
discharge  and  release  b;^,  such 
plalntlfi.  Equitable  replication,  461. 
Common  Law  Procedure  Acts,  II.  ii. 

POACHING. 

Information  for,  before  justices,  under 
Stat.  1  &  2  TT.  4.  c.  32.  Party 
charged  not  competent  or  compella- 
ble to  give  evidence  against  himself, 
under  Evidence  Amendment  Act,  91. 
Evidence,  I. 

POLICE. 

Non-rateabillty,  to  poor  rates,  of  build- 
ing occupied  by  county  police,  for 
police  purposes,  225.     Rate,  I.  (4). 


POLICY. 


Insurance, 


POOR. 

I.  Settlement  of. 

i.  Evidence  of. 

(1).  Of  birth  settlement:  order  of  ad- 
judication and  maintenance :  juris- 
diction of  justices. 

For  the  purpose  of  shewing  a  birth 
settlement  m  C.,  a  witness  was  called 
who  proved  that  she  was  the  sbter  of 
the  pauperis  mother,  who  was  the 
witness's  senior  by  ten  years;  that 
the  witness  first  remembered  herself 
and  the  pauper's  mother  living  with 
their  parents  in  C.  It  was  also  proved 
that  the  father  and  mother  of  the 
pauper's  mother  were  married  in  C, 
and  that  the  witness  afore  mentioned, 
the  pauper's  mother,  and  another 
sister,  were  baptized  in  C  Held, 
sufficient  evidence. 

Orders  of  adjudication  and  main- 
tenance, made  by  justices  of  the  city 
and  county  of  E,  in  the  county  of  D., 
under  stat.  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97.  *.  97., 
recited  an  order  of  justices  of  E,, 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  statute, 
whereby  F.  (the  person  to  whom  the 
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adjudication  related^,  being  neither  a 
pauper  nor  wandering,  but  a  person 
not  under  proper  care  and  controul, 
and  a  proper  person  to  be  taken 
cbarse  of  and  detuned,  was  "  dulj 
lent  from  S.  in  E.  to  the  lunatic 
aBjIum  in  the  countj  of  D.^  and  re- 
cited further  thai  the  laid  F,  had 
been  confined  tberein  to  the  then 
present  daj  "  aa  auub  pauper  lunatic,*' 
and  atill  remained  there  at  the  charge 
of  S. ;  and  that  complaint  had  been 
made  bj  the  parish  officers  of  S.  that 
F.  was  not  legallj  settled  in  S.  The 
order  then  adjudicated  that  the  set- 
tlement was  in  C,  and  ordered  C,  to 

It  was  objected  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  justices,  to  make  the  order 
sending  F.  to  the  asjlum,'  did  not 
appear  in  the  recited  order ;  that  it 
was  not  expresslj  found  that  F.  was 
a  lunatic,  nor  that  the  aajtum  to 
which  F.  was  sent  was  thnt  to  which 
she  ought  to  have  been  sent,  nor  how 
F.  became  chargenble  to  S. 

Held,  (hot  the  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order  of  adjudication  and  uain- 
tenauce  sufficiently  appeared,  it  not 
being  shewn  that  the  recited  order 
did  not  contain  all  proper  requisites  ; 
luid,  semble,  that  the  mere  fact  of  the 
lunatic  being  found  in  the  asjlum,  at 
the  charge  of  S^  gave  the  justices 
.  jurisdiction  to  mske  the  orders  of  ad- 
judication and  inaiutcnancc. 

C.  was  a  pariah  in  an  Union.  The 
order  of  maintenance  was  addressed 
to  (he  board  of  Guardians  and  their 
clerk,  and  recited  an  application  by 
arlsh  officers  of  S.  lor  an  order 
clerk  for  payment  of  the  ex- 
icnees  ;  and  it  Ilien  ordered  the  clerk 

Held,  that  this  was,  in  substance, 
in  order  on  the  Guardians.  Segina 
I.  Jnluibitantt  of  Credilon,  231. 


To  prove  a  settlement  by  appren- 
ticeship, evidence  waa  given  that  pro- 
per ecarch  had  been  made  for  an  m- 
denture,  but  in  vain ;  and  k  person 
was  called  who  deposed  that,  more 
than  sixty  years  bsdt,  he  worked  with 
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tlie  ume  muter  as  the  panpe 
always  believed  him  to  be  apprei 
to  that  master ;  that  the  paupe 
instructed  there  by  a  joume' 
and  lodged  and  boarded  in  the  I 
with  two  others  who  were  apprei 
Held,  that  this  was  evidence 
which  a  settlement  by  apprentic< 
under  an  indenture,  mghi  be 
sumed.  Regaay.Inhabilmltofj 
ingbridge,  67S. 

ii.  Order  of  remoral. 

(1).  Grounds  of  remoral,  sei 
parish  officers  by  post :  wbcr 
to  be  "sent,"  253.     Mtmdami 

(2).  Appeal  agwnst  order  ofren 
withm  what  time  to  be  made, 
as  to  notice  of  trial  and  enl 
appeal,  713.    Appeal,  II. 

II.  Appointment  and  functions  of  I 


L  Guardians  and 

(1).  "  Directors"  of  the  poor,  el 
under  a  local  Act  (59  G.  3,c.  x 
held  "guardians  or  overseers' 
in  Stat.  4  &5  W.4.  e.  76. «.  46., 
583.  Metropolit  Local  Maam 
Act,  IT. 

(2).  Contract  by  Guardians,  no 
der  seel.  What  are  incident* 
necessary  purposes,  873.  Cm 
III. 

ii.  Poor  law  auditor. 

The  right  to  order  his  appoini 
by  the  overseers  or  guaNians 
parish  is  still  in  the  Poor  Law 
missioners,  583.  Ut^  -  "' 
Managematl  Act,  IV. 

III.  Poors  rate.    Bate. 

POST. 

Transmission  by,   to  pariah  office 
notice  of  chargeability  and  stati 
of  grounds  ofremoval,  253. 
damia,  II.  , 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

I.  Contract  by  agent,  for  an  unnamed 
principal,  with  a  special  clause  ex- 
empting the  agent  from  liability,  930. 
Ship,  IV. 

II.  Evidence  of  mercantile  usage  that, 
in  a  particular  class  of  contracts,  a 
broker  not  disclosing  his  principal 
may  be  treated  as  principal,  1004. 
Contract,  V.  i.  (2). 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Bond  b^,  for  the  performance,  by  the 
principal,  of  the  office  of  treasurer, 
under  stat.  4  &  5  W,4,c,  76.  Dura- 
tion of  surety *s  liability,  660.  Muni- 
cipal Corporations  Reform  Act^  II. 


PROBATE. 


Executor, 


PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
Bills  of  Exchange, 

PROPERTY  TAX. 

Tenant's.  To  be  deducted  from  gross 
value  of  a  tithe  commutation  rent- 
charge,  in  calculating  the  net  annual 
value,  1.     Bate,  1. 1. 

PROSTITUTES. 
Disorderly  House, 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT,  1848. 

(11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.). 

Sect.  88.  Exemption,  in  certain  cases, 
from  district  rates.  To  what  class  of 
property  it  applies. 

The  proviso  in  sect.  88  of  The  Pub- 
lic Health  Act  1848  (11  &  12  Vict, 
c,  63.),  which  exempts  from  General 
or  Special  District  Rates  under  the 
Act  any  kind  of  property  in  the  dis- 
trict which,  before  the  Act,  had  by 
any  local  Act  been  exempted  from 
rating  in  respect  of  all  or  any  of  the 

£.  B.  &  ■.  4  b 


Purposes  for  which  General  or  Special 
>istrict  Rates  may  be  made  under 
The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  in  re- 
spect of  the  same  purpose  and  to  the 
same  extent,  applies  only  where  the 
exemption  in  the  local  Act  was  in 
respect  of  the  kind  of  property,  and 
not  where  it  was  only  in  respect  of  ita 
locality. 

A  local  Act  (5  O,  4.  c.  xxii.)  des- 
cribed the  property  rateable  to  be 
gardens,  tenements  and  hereditaments, 
adjoining  to  or  upon  streets,  &c.,  built 
or  thereafter  to  be  built,  within  the 
populous  or  town  part  of  the  borough 
of  P.,  or  at  no  more  than  a  certam 
distance  from  streets  &c.  Held  that 
this  was  not  an  exemption  in  respect 
of  kind,  and  that  the  exempting  pro- 
viso of  sect.  88  of  The  Public  Health 
Act,  1848,  was  therefore  inapplicable 
to  gardens,  tenements  &c.,  thouch 
without  the  limit  prescribed  in  toe 
local  Act.  Per  Lord  Campbell  C.  J., 
Wightman  and  Crompton  Js. ;  dissen- 
tiente  Erie  J.  Plymouth  General 
District  Bate,  691, 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 
Company, 

RAILWAYS  CLAUSES  CONSOLI- 
DATION ACT,  1845. 

(8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20.). 

Sect.  138.   "Principal  office,"  what  is 
Service  of  notice  of  action. 

Tlie  Great  Western  Bailway  Com- 
pany, by  the  Act  (5  &  6  PT.  4.  c,  cvii.) 
incorporating  them,  were  to  have  two 
termmi,  one  at  Bristol,  the  other  at 
Paddington  in  Middlesex ;  two  general 
half-yearly  meetings  were  to  be  held 
one  at  Bristol,  the  other  at  Padding- 
ton; an  equal  number  of  directors 
was  to  be  chosen  from  the  residents 
near  each  place.  All  the  general 
business  was  transacted  at  Padding' 
ton,  where  the  secretary  resided,  and 
where  orders  were  issued.  Held,  by 
the  Court  of  Q*  B.,  that  Paddington 
was  the  only  "  principal  office"  of  the 
Company  withm  sect.  138  of  The 
Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1 845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20. 
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Bf  Ae  iaeorfonttiag  Act  it  wm 
onnided  that  no  aclioD  alionkl  be 
iftiagfct  "  ■gaiiut  anj  penom  for  anj 
liuDg  dme  or  omitted  to  be  dme  in 
panaaoee  of  tbii  Act,  or  id  tbe  eze- 
mtion  of  the  powcn  or  anthoritiei  or  { 
anj  at  the  anlen  niade,  giToo,  or  di- 
rected in,  bj,  or  ander  thit  Act,"; 
withoat  certain  notice.  To  a  dcds- 
A  the  CoBpanj  fo  monej  . 
[  received,  ana  oa  accottnii 
•tated,  Ae  Compuj  pleaded  that  the 
aetion  mm  brot^t  after  the  ponng 
of  clw  rtatoie,  aod  no  notice  had  been 
After 


thai  the  plea  waa  bad,  and  jadgnent  ' 
«a*  itiLiHjd,  fur  the  want  o(  an  alle- 
([Btian  aheving  that  the  ^tion  fell  , 
within  the  claas  described  in  the  lec- 
tion.  Garlam  v.  Gnat  WaUra  Raa-  | 
wof  Compng,  S37.  ' 


(17  ft  18  Vict.  c.  31.)- 
Comfn. 

RATE. 

Fiut:  PoOT-Rale. 

L  Calcnlatioa  of  rateable  value. 

(I).  RateabiUtj'  of  tbe  owner  of  a 
tithe  nnninatation  rent  charge:  net 
annual  value,  bow  to  be  calculated: 
what  are  proper  dedncliona. 

The  owner  of  a  tithe  eommttlation 
rent  charge,  conttituted  nnder  ttat. 
«k.1W.*.e.  7U  ■■  nteable  to  tbe 
poor  in  respect  thereof^  in  analt^ 
to  the  principlei  eatablitbed  bj  staL 
6  &  7  IT.  4.  c  96. 

The  owner  is  entitled  to  deduct  the 
ezpences  of  collection  (indnding  law 
•xpencea)  and  loaaea  bj  Don-pajment. 

He  is  also  entitled  to  dedact  tbe 
poor  rate :  and  il  makes  no  difference, 
a*  to  this,  tbat,  previooilj  to  the 
making  of  the  commutation,  the  tithes 
had  been  compounded  for  on  the  prin-  { 
ciple  of  the  composition  being  paid  ■ 
free  from  rate^  and  that,  in  making 


TW  < 
IB  ft  19  rid.  c  ixa  s.  1 
General  Bate,  aadtc 

lifting  iste^  M 

entitled,  in  the Mini  nl  to  tfci 

rale,  (o  a  dedoctioB  b  lupetlol 

But  be  is  not  liable  to  a  S« 
Bale,  undo-  sect.  ISl,  the  tithe 
havi^  been  pmioorij  tated  I 
Kwcra'  rate,  and  sect.  1C4  beii^ 
plicable:  and  be  ia  AoeJin  m 
titled,  in  an  asaesamesit  b>  tbe 
rate,  to  anv  dedoction  in  reap) 


He  is  not  entitled  to  a  dedact 
re»pect  of  tbe  Land  tax. 

He  b  entitled  to  a  dednctM 
respect  of  the  tenaat's  Pn^tert] 
Tenths,  and  Ecdedastical  dM& 

If  be  pavs  a  ctoatc,  or  a  Buni) 
a  district  dnpel,  volnntniij,  be  i 
entitled  to  nwke  anj  dednetioii  J 
spect  therBof;  bol,  if  sodt  pa^ 
be  legaOj  demandable  from  hu 
where  tbe  bishop  can  insist  of 
pajment  of  a  cnrate,  or  in  tbe  a 
a  ditncfa  building  Act),  he  is  entit 
deduct  in  respect  thereof.  So  b« 
a  curate  be  paid  because,  owing  I 
magnitude  of  ibecore.  It  is  impoi 
Tot  tbe  owner  of  the  rent  chsr] 
dischar^  tbe  ministerial  dntiea  ^ 
out  Each  assistance.  But  the  o 
u  not  entitled  to  anj  dednctic 
respect  of  his  own  peraonal  servl 

He  is  not  entitled  to  dedact 
pwd  to  tbe  GoTcmon  of  Queen  A 
Boantj  in  liquidation  of  intereai 


I  &  2  VieL  c.  2S.,  for  rebuildin| 
parsonu^  boose. 

Per  Lord  Campbea  C.  J.,  Eri 
Crompbm  Js.,  disaentiaite  Cifa 
J.,  an  additional  ■am  for  tenants' 
Gts  ifaoald  be  dedacted,  oolj  if  \ 
be  anj  such  neeeaaarj  to  indn 
tenant,  after  allowance  for  collet 
bad  debts  oud  law  ezpencca,  to  tak 


el 
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rent  cliarge :  and  this  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  Sessions. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  amount 
must  be  ascertained  as  that  at  which  a 
tenant  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  take  the  rated  property  from  year 
to  year.  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst 
TUhe  Comunutatum  Rent  Charge^  1. 

(2).  Poor  rate  to  be  deducted  from 
gross  annual  value  of  a  tithe  com- 
mutation rent  charge,  in  calculat- 
ing net  annual  value,  1.    Supra,  I. 

(1). 

(3).  Confirmation,  by  Sessions,  of  ap- 
peal against  a  ^oor  rate.  Sessions, 
naving  determined  the  amount  and 
value,  not  bound  to  determine  the 

{^articular   portion^    of  appellant^s 
and  within  the  parish. 

W,  appealed  against  a  poor  rate  by 
which  he  was  rated  in  the  parish  of 
H,  as  occupier  of  land  to  an  amount 
named  and  of  a  value  named.  The 
Sessions  affirmed  the  rate,  subject  to 
a  case  which  stated  that  W,  did 
occupy  that  quantity  of  land  in  H. ; 
and  that  it  was  of  the  value  stated :  but 
that  he  also  occupied  land  in  the  ad- 

i'acent  parishof  CC ;  and  that  it  was  not 
Lnown  which  portion  of  the  land  was 
in  H,  and  which  in  C,  though  the 
quantity  occupied  in  each  was  known, 
and  the  value  was  rightly  assessed 
whichever  portion  was  in  B.  Held  that 
the  rate  should  stand,  the  Sessions  not 
being  bound  to  determine  the  parti- 
cular portion  which  was  within  H, 
Regina  v.  Wdodt^  481. 

(4).  Buildings  occupied  by  County 
Police,  for  Police  purposes,  not 
rateable. 

Buildings  were  provided  by  justices 
of  a  county,  under  stats.  2  &  3  Vict, 
c.  93.  and  3  &  4  Vict.  e.  88.,  for  a 
police  district  of  a  county.  The  fur- 
niture belonged  to  the  justices,  who 
paid  for  it  out  of  the  police  rate. 
The  buildings  consisted  of  premises 
used  exclusively  for  the  police  offices, 
cells,  and  rooms  for  the  residence  and 
accommodation  of  the  police  serjeant 
and  constables,  who  reside  there  (one 
of  them  with  his  wife),  and  had  a  de- 
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duction  made  from  their  wages  in 
respect  of  the  rent :  but  they  enjoyed 
no  accommodation  more  than  was 
necessary  for  their  convenient  occupa- 
tion in  their  official  capacitv,  and  for 
the  purposes  for  which  tney  were 
placed  there. 

Held,  that  the  buildings  were  occu- 
pied exclusively  for  public  purposes, 
and  the  justices  were  not  rateable  to 
the  poor  in  respect  thereof.  Justices 
of  Lanctxskire  v.  Overseers  of  Stret- 
ford,  225. 

n.  Assessment. 

Bate  quashed,  but  levied  and  taken,  un- 
der Stat.  41  O.  3.  c,  23.,  as  payment 
on  account  of  the  next  effective  rate. 

A  poor  rate  was  made  in  Jamuvry, 
quashed  on  appeal,  but  was  levied, 
under  stat.  41  u.  3.  c.  23.,  the  amount 
to  be  taken  as  payment  on  account  of 
the  next  elective  rate  on  the  parish. 
The  next  effective  rate  was  made  in 
June ;  but,  the  parish  being  in  want 
of  money,  it  was  arranged  between 
the  rate-payers  generally  and  the 
overseers  that  the  June  rate  should  be 
levied  in  full,  the  payments  of  the 

Suashed  rate  being  to  be  allowed  in 
le  collection  of  the  next  rate.  A 
rate  being  subsequently  made  in  Oc- 
tober, the  overseers,  being  apprehen- 
sive that  they  might  be  surcharged  if 
they  carried  out  this  arrangement, 
applied  for  a  distress  warrant  to  levy 
the  October  rate  in  full  against  the 
occupant  of  a  house,  whose  predeces- 
sor had  paid  the  quashed  rate.  The 
justices  refused  to  issue  their  warrant. 
On  a  rule  to  order  them  so  to  do : 

Held,  by  the  whole  Court,  that  the 
payment  of  the  quashed  rate  was  to 
oe  taken  as  payment  on  account  of 
the  next  effective  rate,  which  in  this 
case  was  that  made  in  June,  and  could 
not  be  taken  as  payment. 

Held  by  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  and 
Wightman  J.,  that  the  rule  ought  to 
be  made  absolute. 

But  held  by  Erie  and  Crompton  Js., 
that  to  enforce  the  payment  in  full,  in 
frustration  6£  the  arrangement,  would 
be  unjust ;  and  that  this  Court,  in  its 
dLicrction,  ought  not  to  enforce  such 
injustice. 


The  Court  being  equally  dWided, 
the  rule  dropped.  Regina  t.  Jiuticei 
of  Kingston  and  Wedd,  259. 

in.  Enforcement. 

(1).  Order  on  pariahes  of  a  Union 
for  payment  of  a  Union  debt  in- 
curred durina;  a  previous  fear,  and 
fraudulently  left  unpaid  b;  the  then 
collector :  held  bad. 

The  Union  of  £.,  formed  nnder 
■tat.  4  &  S  W.i.  c.  76.,  consiited  of 
ninetr  eight  parishes,  and  had  a  Buard 
of  buardians  annually  elected.  Id 
FebruoTy,  ISS7,  large  auras  were  owing 
In  tradesmen  for  food  &c.,  »up^lied  to 
the  poor  of  the  Union,  and  which  had 
been  iocurred  prinuipall)'  in  I8S6,  and 
parti;  in  preceding  years.  The  arrears 
were  owing  to  embezzlements  by  M. 
and  P.  M.  had  been  appointed  by 
tbe  Guardians  collector  for  nine  of 
the  pariehei ;  which  appointment  had 
been  confirmed  by  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
ffiissioners.  P.  was  auietant  clerk  of 
the  Guardians.  The  Guardians  had 
ordered  M.  to  pay  the  rates  collected 
tbr  the  nine  parishes  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  Union.  M.  appropriated  the 
greater  part,  and,  in  concert  with  P., 
made  false  entries  in  the  Union  ledger, 
representing  tbe  sums  as  having  been 
sir  paid  to  the  treasurer.  The  ac- 
counts made  nut  from  these  entries 
were  produced  to  the  auditor  and 
certified  by  him  as  correct.  P.  bad 
appropriated  cheques  drawn  in  favour 
of  tradesmen,  which  were  entered  as 
payments  in  the  accounts  which  were 
audited  and  passed  as  correct.  Tbe 
Guardians  had  also  overdrawn  the 
treasurer's  account  to  a  large  amount 
accruing  during  several  years  before 
JF^raary  1857.  The  embezzlements 
by  M.  and  P.,  and  the  consequent 
arrears  to  the  tradesmen,  were  first 
discovered  in  December  1M56.  No 
callwasafterthiitmadeon  the  parishes 
until  Febrvary  1837,  when  the  then 
clerk  of  the  Union,  under  article  81 
of  The  Consolidated  Order  made  24th 
J}dy  1847  by  the  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioncrs,  ascertained  the  costs  to  each 
perish  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
poor,   estimating   as    "  citraordinar; 


nharges"  for  the  encning  half  jen 
amount  of  the  arrean  to  tbe  tn 
men  and  the  debt  to  the  trean 
and  divided  the  whole  among 
different  parishes :  and  the  Gnardi 
ander  article  82,  made  orders,  on 
Ftbraary  1B57,  on  the  overteer 
the  Becoral  narisbes  for  payment, 
parish,  not  being  one  of  the  nbie 
which  M.  collected,  disputed  the 
liditv  of  the  order.  All  previoiu  i 
had  been  paid. 

Held  (before  stat.  22  &  23  1 
c.  49.)  that  the  order  was  whollyl 
as  being  partly  in  the  nature  c 
retrospective  rate,  though  in  fact  tl 
were  items,  besides  thMe  mentioi 
free  from  objection. 

The  more  so,  as  it  appeared  i 
there  had  been  great  changes  in 
occupation  of  rateable  property  in 

By  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Ch 
her,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  Wadd. 
ton  T,  Guardian*  of  London  V* 
870. 

(2).  Application  for  distress  wan 
to  enforce  poor  rate,  unappei 
against ;  j  ustices  cannot  refuse 
4e  ground  that  the  rate  is  bad. 

A  poor  rate,  good  on  the  face  c 
had  not  been  appealed  against. 
an  application  before  justices  to  ii 
a  distress  warrant  U>  enforce  pajn 
of  the  rate,  it  was  made  to  ap] 
that  there  were  substantial  groi 
for  contending  that  the  rale  was 
trospective,  and  therefore  bad. 
justices  refused  to  iraue  their  warr 
On  an  application  to  this  Court  f 
rule  to  command  them  to  issue 
warrant : 

Held,  that  the  justices  were 
justified  in  inquiring  whether  tl 
was  a  ground  of  appeal  against 
rate,  and  refusing  their  warrant 
that  ground.  And  this  Court  n 
the  rule  absolute.  Regina  v.  Jut 
Iff  Kingiton  and  PAdip*,  236. 

IV.  Charge  on. 

Charge  on  poor  rates,  to  be  paid  o 
five  years,  for  expences  of  pt 


RATE. 


SERVANT. 
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Biiryey :  a  charge  on  the  rates  gener- 
ally. 

A  charge  was  made  on  the  poor 
rates  of  a  parish  for  the  expences  of  a 
surrey  and  valuation  of  the  parish 
made  under  stat.  6  &  7  ir.  4.  c.  96. 
«.  3.  In  the  bond  creating  the  charge 
were  inserted  provisions  for  paying  off 
not  less  than  one  fifth  of  the  sum 
charged,  with  interest,  in  each  suc- 
ceedmg  year,  till  the  whole  was  re- 
paid. More  than  five  years  having 
elapsed  since  the  making  of  the  bond, 
and  the  whole  sum  not  having  been 
discharged,  the  bondholder  obtained 
a  rule  s^isi  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
ofiicers  of  the  parish  to  pay  the  amount 
remaining  due  upon  the  bond. 

On  the  affidavits  it  appeared  that 
negotiations  between  the  bondholder 
and  the  parish  officers  had  been  pend- 
ing during  the  interval  between  de- 
fault and  the  application  to  this 
Court. 

Held,  that  the  charge  under  stat. 
6  &  7  "FT.  4.  c.  96.  s.  3.  was  a  charge 
on  the  rates  generally,  and  might  be 
enforced  agamst  the  rates  in  years 
subsequent  to  the  five  years  next  after 
the  making  of  the  charge. 

Held,  also,  that  the  applicant  was 
bound  to  come  promptly  to  the  Court, 
or  to  explain  his  delay;  but  (dubi- 
tante  Crompton  J.)  that  in  the  present 
case  the  delay  was  sufficiently  ex- 
plained. Regina  v.  Overseers  of 
Hurstboume  Tarrant^  246. 

v.  Rights  of  rated  inhabitants. 

Of  the  owner  of  a  tenement  of  not 
more  than  6/.  value,  when  assessed, 
to  vote  at  vestry  meetings,  under 
Stvrges  Bourne's  Act. 

Where  the  Small  Tenements  Act, 
13  &  14  Vici.  c,  99.,  has  been  adopted 
in  a  parish,  the  owner  of  a  tenement 
of  a  value  not  exceeding  6/.,  who  has 
been  assessed  to  the  poor  rate  instead 
of  the  occupier,  is,  by  virtue  ofSturees 
Bourne's  Act,  58  G.  3.  c.  69.,  entitled 
to  vote  at  all  vestry  meetings  in  re- 
spect of  such  tenement :  but  the  occu- 
pier has  no  such  vote.  But,  for  what- 
ever number  of  tenements  such  owner 
is  assessed,  he   can,  at  the  utmost. 


give  no  more  than  six  votes,  the  re- 
striction in  sect.  3  of  stat.  68  O,  3.  e. 
69.  being  applicable.  Richardson  v. 
Oladioin,  138. 

Sbcondlt  :  Church  Rate. 

VI.  Summons  for  non-payment.  Vali- 
dity of  rate  disputed  under  stat.  63 
O,  3.  c.  137.  s,  7.  Amount  of  juris- 
diction in  justices,  852.  Jurisdiction^ 
IV.  (5). 

Thibdlt  :  Rates  made  under  The 
Public  Health  Act,  1848  (11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  63.).     Public  Health  Act. 

FouRTHLT :  Rates  made  under  The  Me- 
tropolis Local  Management  Act  (18 
&  19  Vict.  c.  120.)  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act,  III. 

REGULA  GENERALIS. 
Easter  Term,  1858,  255. 

REMOVAL. 
Of  pauper.    Poor,  I. 

RENT  CHARGE. 

Tithe  commutation.  Rateability  of 
owner  to  poor  rate :  net  annual  value, 
how  to  be  calculated :  what  are  proper 
deductions,  1.     Rate,  I.  (1). 

REPAIR. 
Of  highway.    Highway. 

REPLICATION. 
Pleading,  IV. 

RESCINDING. 
Of  contract.     Contract,  VI. 


RESPONDENT. 


Appeal. 


SALE. 
Vendor  and  Vendee. 

SERVANT. 
Master  and  Servant. 


SESSIOSS. 

I  Till  1 1  "ml  iif  II  If'Miiii     Oak 

«^  iL«'  jH^K  Sx  Wilt  I  II*    --    Ui 

firnea.-T  Api«a  jaJ  «  awJaifti  sBdcr 

MM.  7  k  4  riif.  c  71,  2C7.     Oerft  <<' 

IL  Affollo.    'l/yi^ 

SETTLEHEST. 
OTfM^tr.    Air.L 

SEWER. 

I.  ft-kniii,  within  KeU.fiA.fiB,?*,  9M  I 

onWHatnintii  Local  Un^MOrt 

Act   (I«  *    19    FidL   c^  laax   40S. 


IL  B«>emt>aD  to  laiMlkrd  oT  tlie 
doOTc  right  1«  ue  a  teirer.  Actioa 
br  kin  tot  nit«Traptii>ti  of*  the  eaie-  ' 
i^ait,5l2.    ZMSanf«arf  rc«M<;  Lj 

cr 

SEWESS"  RATE. 


■fto-  nmdin;  far  *■  dfiuiige 
and  aboTC  the  nid  l^iBe  dsTS 
pa-  Amj'  «>Ccd  diat  "  a  b  fi 


Under  MxU.  S  and  71  orTbe  Pai- 
Kng«n  Act,  1855  ^18  &  19  Vift.  e. 
119.),  a  failing  ibipu  notaPusenKer 
Ship  because  she  carries  more  Uuui 
tbirt;  paweogen,  or  more  than  one 
■tatate  adult  passenger  to  ettrj  fiflr 
Ions,  ir  that  nnmber  or  proportion  u 
not  made  np  wiElioDt  reckoning  cabin 
passengera;  and,  wbere  persons  are 
cabin  passengers  in  all  respects  except 
thatofhaTing  received  contract  tickets 
in  the  form  m  Schedule  (K.),  which 
in  its  terms  applies  to  Passenger  Ships 
onlj,  such  persons,  for  the  purpose  of 
estimating  the  number  or  proportion, 
are  to  be  reckoneil  as  cabin  passeoKers  i 
and  unless,  without  including  titeta, 
the  number  or  proportion  ii  not  made 
op,  the  ship  is  not  a  Passenger  Ship. 


EOUv 


:,  431. 


CTcij  reaped,  aad  as  to  aU  b 
and  thing*,  ■•  well  bdore  as  afti 
sUppb^  of  the  aaid  eatgo,  ^all 
■I  won  a*  they  hare  iUppe 
cam." 
fidd,  that  Ihe  driendaot  wi 


SMALL  TENEMENTS  AC 
(13  &  14  Vici.  c.  99.). 


SPECIAL  CASE. 

Stated  under  atat.  20  &  21  Viet. 
Notice  to  respondent :  proceedii 
bis  non-appearance,  469.  Potntb 


STATUTES. 


nil 


STATUTES. 
First  :  Greneral  Public. 

I.  1  EL  c:  l7.  «.  3.  (Breadth  of  meshes 
of  net  for  fishing),  171.     Fishing, 

II.  21  Ja,  1.  c,  16.  (Limitation  of 
Actions).     Statute  of  Limitations, 

III.  29  C.  2.  c,  13.  (Statute  of 
Frauds).    Statute  o/ Frauds, 

rV.  3  &  4  Anne,  c,  9.  (Promissory 
Notes),  459.  Bills  of  Exchange  and 
Promissory  Notes,  I.  (2). 

V.  \7G.  3.  c.  53.  (Borrowing  money 
by  incumbent  to  build  parsonage),  1. 
Batej  1,  i. 

VI.  39  &  40  0. 3.  c,  99.  (Pawnbrokers). 

Sect.  24.  Penalty  for  injury  to 
goods,  469.    Paumbroher. 

VII.  41  O,  3.  c.  23.  (Collection  of 
Poor  Rates). 

Sect.  L  Taking  rate  as  payment  on 
account  for  the  next,  259.  Bate, 
II. 

VIII.  58  G.3.  c.  99.  (Sturges  Bourne's) 
Act),  138.    Bate,  V. 

IX.  1  &  2  W,  4.  c.  32.     (Poaching). 

Sect.  23.  Penalty  for  using  engines 
&c.,  to  take  game,  91 .   Evidence,  I. 

X.  4  &  5  W,  4.  c.  76.  (Poor  Laws 
Amendment). 

Sects.  46,  109.  Appointment  of 
auditor,  583.  Metropolis  Local  Ma- 
nagement Act,  IV. 

XL  5  &  6  TT.  4.  c.  50.  (General  High- 
way Act).    Highway  Act, 

XII.  5  &  6  IT.  4.  c.  76.  (Municipal 
Corporations  Reform).  Municipal 
Corporations  Beform  Act, 

XIII.  6  &  7  W,  4.  c.  71.  (Tithe  Com- 
mutation). 

Sect.  69.    Rateability  of  rent  chargeSf 
1.    Bate,l.{\), 


XIV.  6  &  7  TT.  4.  c.  96.    (Parochial 

Assessment). 

(I)-  Application  of  principle,  in  rating 
a  tithe  commutation  rent  charge, 
1.     Bate,  I.  (1). 

(2).  Sect.  3.  Survey  of  parish,  246. 
Bate,lY. 

XV.  1  &  2  Vict,  c,  23.  (Borrowing 
money  by  incumbent  to  build  par- 
sonage), 1.    Bate,  I.  (1). 

XVI.  1  &  2  Vict,  c.  110.  (Abolishing 
arrest  by  mesne  process,  &c.). 

Sect.  3.    Writ  of  capias,  65.    Arrest, 

JL, 

XVIL  2  &  3  Vict,  e,  93.  (County 
Police),  225.    Bale,  1,(4). 

XVm.  3  &  4  Vict,  c,  88.  (C:k)unty 
Police  Act  Amendment),  225.  Bate, 
I.  (4). 

XrX.  5  &  6  Vict,  c,  109.  (Parish  Con- 
stables). 

Sects.  2,  3.  Making  out  list  of  per- 
sons competent  to  serve,  519.  Con- 
stables. 

XX.  7  &  8  Vict,  c,  71.  (Middlesex 
Sessions).  Duties  and  emoluments 
of  clerk  of  the  peace  for  Westminster, 
267.     Clerk  of  the  Peace, 

XXL  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20.  (Railways 
Clauses  Consolidation).  Bailways 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act. 

XXIL  9  &  10  VicL  c,  93.  (Action  by 
representatives  of  persons  killed  by 
accident),  168.    Executor,!. 

XXin.  10  &  11  Ftc^.  c,  17.  Water- 
works Clauses),  176.     Watervx)rhs, 

XXIV.  11  &  12  Vict,  c,  31.  (Orders  of 
removal). 

(1).  Sect.  3.  Application  for  deposi- 
tions, 253.    Mandamus,  II. 

(2).  Sect.  9.    Appeal,  713.    Appeal, 


V 


XXV.  11  &  12   Firf.  c.  63.    (Public 
Health).    PubUc  HeaUh  Act. 
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STATUTES. 


XXVI.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106.  (Bank- 
rupt Law  Consolidation).  Bankrupt 
Law  Consolidation  Act, 

XXVII.  13  &  14  Vict,  c.  61.  (County 
Courts  Amendment). 

Sect.  14.  Security  for  costs  of  ap- 
peal,  504.     Costs,  II. 

XXVin.  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  99.  (SmaU 
Tenements),  138.    Rate,  V. 

XXIX.  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99.  (Evidence 
Amendment),  91.    Evidence,  I. 

XXX.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76.  (Common 
Law  Procedure,  1852).  Common 
Law  Procedure  Acts. 

XXXI.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85.  (Burials 
Amendment).    Burial  Acts. 

XXXn.  16&  17  Vict.c.  107.  (Customs 
Clauses  Consolidation).  Customs 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act. 

XXXIIL  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  31.  (RaU- 
way  Traffic  and  Canal). 

Sect.  7.  Special  contracts:  just  and 
reasonable  conditions,  958.  Car- 
riers. 

XXXrV.  17  8c  18  Vict.  c.  125.  (Com- 
mon  Law  Procedure,  1854).  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Acts. 

XXXV.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  108.  (Coal 
Mines  Inspection). 

Sect.  14.  Penalties,  474.  Mandamus, 
IV. 

XXXVI.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  119.  (Pas- 
sengers Act). 

Sects.  3,  71.  Definition  of  "Pas- 
senger Ship  :**  penalties  for  not  de- 
livering contract  tickets,  431. 
Ship,  I. 

XXXVII.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.  (Me- 
tropolis Local  Management).  Metro- 
polis Local  Management  Act. 

XXXVIII.  18&  19  Vict.  c.  122.  Me- 
tropolitan Building). 

Sects.  3,  51.  Fees  to  district  sur- 
veyor, 126.  Metropolitan  Building 
Act. 


XXXIX.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.  (Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act,  1856). 

Sect.  31 .  Signing  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
&c.,  by  officer  of  Company,  449. 
Bills  of  Exchange  and  Ptmnissory 
Notes,  I.  (1). 

XL.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108.  (County 
Courts  Amendment). 

Sects.  33,  34.  Taxation  of  costs,  737, 
123.     County  Court,  I.  (1),  (2). 

XLI.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.  (Summary 
Proceedings  before  Justices). 

Sect.  2.  Statement  of  special  case, 
469.    Pawnbroker. 

XLIL  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77.  (Collie  of 
Doctors*  Commons.) 

Sects.  1 1 6, 1 1 7.  Surrender  of  charter 
and  disposition  of  property,  863. 
Doctors^  Commons, 

Secosdlt  :  Local  and  Personal,  Public. 

XLIII.  4  O.  3.  c.  43.  {St.  John, 
Hackney :  Poor,  Lighting  and  Watch, 
ing),  1.    Rate,l.  (1). 

XLIV.  45  O.  3.  c.  33.  Carmarthen  Sal- 
mon  Fishing),  171.    Fishing. 

XLV.  50  0. 3.  c.  cxc.  (St.John,Hackney : 
Poor:  Amending  Act),  1.  Rate,  I.  i. 

XL VI.  59  O.  3.  c.  xxxix.  (St.  Pan- 
eras  Vestry),  583.  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act,  IV. 

XLVII.  5  O.  4.  c.  xxii.  (Plymouih 
Paving,  &c.),  691 .   PMic  Health  Act 

XLVin.  5  O.  4.  c.  cxxvi.  (Padding- 
ton  Paving,  Lighting  and  Watching), 
600.  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  in.  (2). 

XLIX.  9  G.  4.C.  xxvi.  (Stalybridge 
Lighting  and  Watching),  107.  Con- 
tract, II. 

L.  5  &  6  TT.  4.  c.  cvii.  (Great  Wei- 
tern  Railway). 

Sect.  223.  Notice  of  action,  837- 
Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 

LI.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  cvl.  (Liverpool  Im* 
provement  and  Police). 


STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS    1113 


Sect.  2^1.     Disorderly  house,    123. 
Disorderly  House, 

LIT.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  cxxix.     Chester- 
field  Waterworks  and  Gas  Company 
extension),  176.     Waterworks, 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
(29  C.  2.  c.  3.). 

I.  Sect.  4.  Sale  of  an  interest  in  lands, 
what  is. 

By  agreement,  not  in  writing,  be- 
tween  plaintiff  and  defendant-,  it 
was  agreed  that  plaintiff  should  take 
possession  of  a  brickyard,  which  de- 
fendant was  occupying  as  tenant,  and 
take  the  plant  and  bricks  there  at  a 
valuation  :  and  that  defendant  should 
pay  up  all  rent  then  due,  and  en- 
deavour to  induce  the  landlord  to 
accept  plaintiff  as  tenant. 

Plaintiff  took  possession  of  the  brick- 
yard, and  gave  defendant  a  warrant 
of  attorney  as  security  for  payment 
of  the  sum  at  which  the  bricks  and 
plant  were  valued.  A  distress  was 
afterwards  put  in  upon  the  premises, 
and  the  plant  and  bricks  sold,  for  rent 
due  from  defendant  before  the  agree- 
ment ;  and  plaintiff  was  turned  out  of 
possession  by  the  landlord. 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff  against  de- 
fendant, for  the  breach  of  Uie  agree- 
ment to  pay  up  the  rent : 

Held,  that  the  contract  and  con- 
sideration were  each  sincle  and  entire ; 
that  the  contract,  taken  in  its  entirety, 
was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  inte- 
rest in  lands,  and,  not  being  in  writing, 
was  voidable  under  sect.  4  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds ;  and  that  plaintiff, 
therefore,  could  not  sever  and  sue 
upon  that  part  which  related  to  the 
payment  of  the  rent.  Hodgson  v. 
Johnson^  685. 

II.  Sect.  17. 

(1).    Acceptance    and     receipt    by 
vendee. 

Defendant^  «t  Lancaster^  verbally 
ordered  goods  of  the  value  of  more 
than  10/.  to  be  sent  to  him  at  Xan- 
caster  from  London  by  plaintiff;  and 
he  directed  that  the  goods  should  be 
sent  by  sea  from  O.s  wharf,  which 
was  the  only  wharf  in  London  whence 
goods  were  shipped  for    Lancaster; 

s.  B.  &  E.  4  c 


and  from  which  wharf  goods  bad  pre- 
viously been  sent'  by  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendant. Plaintiff  sent  the  goods  to 
C?.*8  wharf;  whence  the  wharfinger 
sent  them  by  a  ship,  selected  by  him- 
self, for  Liverpool ;  but  the  cargo  was 
lost  by  the  ship  being  wrecked  on 
her  voyage  fromjZondtm  to  Liverpool. 
An  invoice  was:;  sent,  at  the  time  of 
the  shipment,  hj)  plaintiff  to  defend- 
ant ;  which  defendent  never  received. 

Held:  that  the  defendant  did  not 
accept  and  actually  receive  the  goods, 
withm  the  meaning  of  sect.  17  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  (29  C.  2.  c.  3.). 
Hart  V.  Bush,  494. 

(2).  Memorandum  of  contract,  signed 
by  agent.  Oral  evidence  of  custom, 
to  explain,  1004.  Contract^  V.  i.  (2). 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

(21  Ja.  I.e.  16.). 
Sect.  3.  Limitation  of  personal  actions. 

Declaration  alleged  that  plaintiff 
was  owner  of  the  reversion  of  a  mes-t 
suage  entitled  to  the  support  of  the 
underground  mines  and  earth  of  the 
contiguous  ground,  and  that  defend- 
ant, well  knowing  &c..  Diligently, 
and  without  leaving  proper  support, 
worked  the  mines  under  the  contigu- 
ous land,  and  kept  and  continued  the 
messuage,  and  caused  it  to  remain, 
without  proper  support;  whereby  it 
became  mjured.  Plea :  That  the 
cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within 
six  years. 

It  appeared  that  the  messuage  was 
an  ancient  house :  and  that  defendant, 
more  that  six  years  before  action 
brought,  worked  the  mines  at  280 
yards  distance  from  the  house,  in 
such  a  manner  that  the  earth  inter- 
vening between  the  place  of  working 
and  the  foundation  or  the  house  gra- 
dually gave  way,  and  finally,  within 
six  years  of  action  brought,  uie  effect 
reached  the  foundation  of  the  house, 
which  was  thereby  injured.  Till 
within  the  six  years,  no  actual  damaffe 
to  the  house  occurred,  nor  was.  the 
act  of  defendant  known  to  plaintiff. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Q.  B.  (Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.,  Coleridge  and  Erie 
Js.,  dissentiente  Wighiman  J.),  that 
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UU    STOPPAGE  IS  TRANSITU. 

tlie  defsDdaiit  wu   enUtled   to  the 

Judgment  reveraed  id  Excheqaer 
Chuuber.   Bonomi  t,  SaeUunue,  622. 

STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 
Vendor  and  Vendet,  II. 

STREET. 

Whet  ii,  within  aecta.  130,  230,  of  The 

Metropolis    Local   Maaagemeiit   Act 

(18  A  19  7trt.<.  120.),  743.    Jtfefrw- 

poiti  Local  Mtaagtmenl  Ad,  U. 

STDEGES  BOURNE'S  ACT. 

(58  G.  3.  c.  69.). 
Atf>,V. 

SUBP(ENA. 

SUMMONS. 
'SVntvS,  Common  La»Pro<!tAir«Ai:U,l.\. 

SURETY. 
Prmeipalamd  Surtfy. 

SURVEr. 
OfpariBh,  tmder  (tat.  6  &  7  W.4.c.  96. 
CWge  on  poor  rates  for  rapajment 
of  expeiues,  246.    Rate,  lY. 

SURVEYOR. 
I.  Under  Highway  Act.     Bighieoj/  Act, 

IL  Under  the  Metropolitan   Building 
Act.    AfHropoUtem  Butbting  Act, 

TAXATION. 
Of  co*t>.     CotU,  IIL 

TENANT. 
LtauOiord  and  TVnonf . 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

Joinder  ot,  in  qectment,  under  Com' 

mon  Law  Procednre  Act,  1652,  61. 

Cemmon  Laie  Procedure  Aett,  I.  ii). 

TENANTS  PROFITS. 


VENDOR  AND  VENDEl 


TENDER. 

IcmOard  and  Tentatt,  I 


Commntation  of.  Rateabilitj  of  i 
of  the  rent  charge  to  poor  rate, 
■unnal  value,  how  to  be  calcul 
what  are  proper  deductions,  1. 

TOTAL  LOSS. 


TRADE. 

Uaage  oC.    Conlraet,  Y. 

TREASURER. 

To  a  borough,  under  The  Mat 
Corporations  Reform  Act.  ilfiii 
Corj>orationt  B^fbrm  Act  IL 


TRIAL. 

TROVER 
USAGE. 


Ctnfroct,  V. 


VENDOR  AND  VENDEl 

I.  Sale  on  a  warranty.  Actio 
vendee,  having  resold  on  a  b 
warrant;,  againtt  vendor,  for  I 
of  the  warrant;:  meainreof  dai 
64.     Damagei,  II. 

II.  Sale  to  a  third  part;,  b;  vent 
goods  Kill  in  the  possession  ( 
first  rendor  :  e&*ect  of  acceptam 
.inch  vendor,  of  the  deliver;  oi^ 

A.  purchased  from  D.  certain 
lying  nt  D.'i  bonded  warehouse 
tLe  charge  of  D.'a  warehouse  k 
and  enta«d  at  the  Custom  Hoi 
/).'b  name;  A  paid  O.  b;  b 
three  months.  On  the  same  t 
sold  part  of  the  goods,  atiU  i;i 
D.'s  warehouse,  to  P.,  and  gav' 
a  deliverr  order  on  U.  for  S| 
goods.  D^  on  r«cdviDg  it,  pli 
on  the  file,  and  (nnlmown  to  P 


VENDOR  AND  VENOEE. 


WARRANTY. 
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P.*8  name,  as  purchaser,  opposite  the 
entry  of  the  specified  goods  in  the 
sale  book,  in  which  he  had  originally 
'  entered  A.*s  name  as  purchaser,  f, 
afterwards,  on  several  occasions,  gave 
to  JD.  delivery  orders  for  portions  of 
the  goods.  JD.  thereupon  siened  a 
delivery  order  to  his  warehouse  keeper, 
and  those  portions  were  deliverea  to 
P.,  he  paying  the  duty.  Without  a 
delivery  order  by  D.  and  payment  of 
duties,  the  gooas  would  not  be  de- 
livered from  the  warehouse. 

A,  afterwards,  and  before  the  bills 
given  by  him  were  due,  became  in- 
solvent ;  and  the  bills  were  disho- 
noured. X).  refused  to  deliver  the 
remainder  of  the  goods  to  P.,  alleging 
that  he  was  entitled  to  detain  them 
till  ^.*s  debt  to  him  was  paid. 

Held,  that  he  had  no  such  right: 
that,  by  accepting  the  delivery  order 
given  by  A,  to  P.,without  giving  notice 
to  P.  of  any  contingent  claim  upon  the 
goods  in  respect  of  ^.,  X).  must  be 
held  to  have  recognised  P.  as  entitled 
to  the  absolute  right  in  the  property 
and  the  possession  of  the  goods,  and 
could  not,  as  against  P.,  set  up  anv 
subsequent  claim  in  respect  of  A, 
Pearson  v.  Dawson^  448. 

III.  Sale  by  auction.  Construction  of 
conditions  of  sale :  forfeiture  of  de- 
posit money. 

Plaintiff  put  up  for  sale  by  auction 
real  property,  upon  conditions  of  sale 
which  stipulated  that  the  purchaser  of 
each  lot  should  "forthwith  pay  into 
the  hands  of  the  auctioneer  a  deposit 
of  20  per  cent,  on  the  purchase  money, 
and  sign  the  agreement "  to  pay  the 
remainder,  and  "  that,  if  the  pur- 
chaser of  either  lot  shall  fail  to  com- 
ply with  these  conditions,  the  deposit 
money  shall  be  actually  forfeited  to 
the  vendor,  who  shall  be  at  full  liberty 
to  resell  such  lot  either  by  public 
auction  or  private  contract ;  and  any 
deficiency  that  may  arise  upon  such 
resale,  together  with  all  expences  at- 
tending Uie  same,  shall  immediately 
after  such  second  sale  be  made  good 
by  such  defaulter ;  and,  on  non-nay- 
ment  thereof,  such  amount  shall  be 
recoverable  by  the  vendor  as  and  for 
liquidated  damages."  Defendant  be- 
came a  purchaser  at  the  auction,  but 
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did  not  pay  the  deposit  or  complete 
the  purcnase.    Plaintiff  resold  at  a 

Erice  below  that  for  which  defendant 
ad  purchased;  and  the  deficiency, 
with  the  expences  of  sale,  exceeded 
the  amount  of  the  deposit. 

Held  :  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  from  defendant  the  amount  of 
the  deficiency  and  expences  only,  and 
not,  in  addition  to  this,  the  amount  of 
the  deposit. 

Per  Curiam.  Had  the  deposit  been 
paid,  and  the  bargain  completed,  the 
deposit  would  have  gone  in  part  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money :  ^  and, 
in  the  case  or  the  non-completion  of 
the  bargain,  if  the  deficiency  and  ex- 
pences nad  together  been  less  than 
the  deposit,  the  purchaser  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  whole  deposit, 
but  nothing  more.  Ockenden  v.  Heu' 
ley,  485. 

IV.  Acceptance  by  vendee  within  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds.     Statute  o/FraudSy  II . 

v.  Sale  of  interest  in  lands.  Statute  of 
Frauds,  I. 

VI.  Transfer  of  shares.  Contract,  VL 
vu. 

YII.  Lien.    Lien. 

VESTRY. 

I.  Right  of  owner  of  tenement  under  6/. 
in  value,  when  assessed,  to  vote 
at  vestry  meetings  under  Sturges 
Bourne's  Act:  restriction  of  number 
of  votes,  138.    Eate.y, 

II.  Summoning  of  vestry,  under  stat. 
5  &  6  Vict,  c,  109.,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  out  a  list  of  persons  compe- 
tent to  serve  as  parish  constables :  its 
duty,  upon  such  summons,  519.  Con' 
stables, 

III.  Functions  and  duties  of  vestry 
under  The  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act.  Metropolis  Local  Manage* 
ment  Act. 

WARRANTY. 

Sale  on  a  warranty.  Action  by  vendee, 
having  resold  on  a  similar  warranty, 
against  vendor,  for  breach  of  the  war- 
ranty :  measure  of  damages,  84. 
Damages,  II. 


1116         WATERWORKS. 

WATERWORKS. 
Wliat  u  water  for  domeatic  use,  within 
■ecL  83  of  Tbc  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  (10  4  11  Vici.e.  17,). 

A  local  Act  (18  &  19  Viet.  e.  xiii., 
for  Chetlerfield)  required  a  water 
company  to  Airnisb  to  occupien  of 
houses,  who  should  "  demand  a  supplj 
of  water  for  domestic  use,"  asufficlent 
supplj  thereof,  at  rents  fixed  accord- 
ing to  the  assessment  of  the  houses  to 
the  poor  rate.  The  Act  incorporated 
The  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847 
(10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17.).  An  occupier 
was  assessed  upon  his  house  and  pre- 
mises, including  a  coach-house,  stable 
and  yard.  He  kept,  for  prirate  use, 
s  carriage  in  the  coach-house  and  a 
horse  in  the  stable;  and,  on  the  pre- 
mises, he  applied,  for  the  horse  and 
for  washJDK  the  carriage,  water  sup. 
plied  bj  the  Compan;  for  domestic 

Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  do  so, 
the  water  b«ing,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act,  applied  to  domestic  use. 
Bu*b)  T.  Chalerfield  WaUrtcorAt  Com  • 
pang,  176. 

WATERWORKS  CLAUSES  ACT. 

(10  &  11  Vict.  c.  ]7.). 
WaUncorkM. 

WATERWORKS  COMPANY. 
Wattrworkt. 

WESTMINSTER. 


WRIT  OP  SUMMONS. 

E.  to  attend  as  a  witness  in  Li 
bad  come  from  the  country  to  Z 
for  the  purpose.  JE.  told  H.,  af 
had  been  in  Lojidon  one  day,  tl 
might  return  to  his  residence  ; 
before  H.  did  so,  B.  was  inbpc 
by  B.,  and  told  that  he  must  s 
in  obedience  to  B.'s  subp«ena 
accordingly  remained  from  hom 
days  from  the  aerrice  of  the  sub] 
then  went  home,  and  afterwarc 
turned  to  LoTidon,  where  be  i 
wards  remained  for  five  days 
the  trial.  The  verdict  was  fc 
After  the  trial,  E.  paid  H.  hi 
pences,  and  an  allowance  for  tim 
eleven  days,  on  condition  that,  i 

tart  was  disallowed  on  the  tai 
etwecn  the  parties,  H.  would  ; 
so  much  to  E.  On  tha  taxalio 
tween  B.  and  E.,  E.'b  allome 
poaed,  in  his  affidavit  of  increa 
this  payment  to  H^  but  did  not 
tion  the  condition.  B-,  at  the 
ation,  objected  to  the  allowan 
the  sum  paid  in  respect  of  the 
during  which  H.  was  not  detain 
the  request  of  E. ;  and  the  M 
struck  off  so  much  as  related  t 
days;  and  //.  returned  th^  su 
E.  Then  a  sued  S.  for  his  e«p 
and  time  in  respect  of  the  five  d 
Held  that  11.  was  entitled  t 
cover  this  from  B.,  the  rcpajme 
H'.toi.  having  been  proper,  and 
ins  placed  H.  in  the  same  positi 
if  lie  had  never  received  from  2 
sum  90  repaid.  Halt  v.  Batti,  S 
II.  CommissioD  to  examine.     Cm 

IIL  Competency  of.     Eutdenet,  I. 


Eteaiior. 

WITNESS. 

I.  Verdict  for  defendant.  Recovery 
ttom  plaintiff,  by  witness  attending 
on  plaintiff's  Bubpoena,  of  eipences 
paid  to  him  by  defendant,  but  repaid, 
according  to  agreement,  on  beinji  dis- 
allowed on  taxation,  at  plaintifi'i  in- 


.  .cfa  b,  B.  .gd...  E..  H..  ™"  <>•■  SUUMOXS. 

an  attorney,  having  been  required  by    Comnum  Law  Proredurt  Ach,  I.  i. 


Board  of,  under  The  Metropolis  '. 
Management  Act.  Slttropdu 
Managemmt  Act,  I. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR, 


n 


^ 


